ERY
./
«

. -, + DOCUBENT RESUNE
- 2D w7 32, ' . S s T8 005 870
~ KUTHOR " . Bierschenk, Bernbard e o
;{"QIQLB .. -+ Externally Mediated Self-Confpontation: The Influencs
A .o ‘ of the Personality in Perteption and-Bvaludtion of
" . ' Subject-Object Relations. Educaticnal add .
A S - Psychological Interactions Bulletia: do. 52.°
" INSTITUTION " School- of Bducation, Malmo (Sweden), D¢pt. ©
- - .+ Bducaticpal and Psychological Research. *
~ PUB DATE . Oct 15 ., . . :
_'MOTE . . 65p.;: Parts of-appendixes may be marginally legible
- ' due to small type Co ' .
BDRS PRICE 4F-$0.83 HC-$3.50 Plus Postage. @ . .
nxscnxptens'_~ Higher Bducation; Interpersonal Relaticnship;

. Microteaching; *Personality; Predictor Variables;

‘ Self Congept; *Self Evaluaticni *Student Teacher
. Relationship; *Student Teachers; Teacher Behavior;
: _ ‘ Teacher Characteristics;.Teacher Education; Teachér- .,
7 ' " Evaluation; #Video Tape Recordingsg -

ABSTRACT : - . _
. ’ In a self-confrontaticn experiment student teachers
.wege put through an extensive test battery ccntaining personality
tests, cognitive tésts, and attitude tests. An analysis is presented -
of the influence of persopality on the student teachers' perceptionm
and evaluation during ccnfrontatiop with their cwn video-recordeq . R
micro-lessons.. Using & rumber of multi-variate sodels for data ' .
. analysis; predicticn prcblems and relations Letvepn the content of
different groups of variables were studied. BResults showed that
student teachers' self-perception can'best be predicted by.
vfﬁpersdngfity variables ‘that define an extroversion syndrome, social
plasticity, and childé centeredness., Student teachers' self-evaluation
can best be predicted by means of personality variables defining a
syndrome consisting of a mixture of emoticnality and sensitivity
variables. (Author/nuv) )

s Ay
[

#ntt#t:nttuittttitu't/tttttttytttuuttttyt‘tq#ttuttutttgtttthttﬂt:
* Dccuments acquired by ERIC include many infcrsal unpublished *

¢ materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort * = (
* to obtain the best COpy available. Nevertheless, items of sarginal * L
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *

# of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductio‘g ERIC makes available *

* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDBS). EDRS is not s .

* .responsible for. the quality of the original document. Reproductions #* '
* *

* *

‘ supplied by EDRS. are the best that can be made fros the original. -
SHSERIISSAS SR SRR SXB SRS 0SSR IEXIIEIRSIRSIIELIEBES S 04855008 \,/ .

-
v




I

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
Em:iulouc.weuue
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
) EDUCATION
. m THIS DOCUMENT Has BEEN REPRO.
bu"eﬂn fro . v DUCED EXACTLY aS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
. B ", ATING IT PDINTSOF VIEW OR OPINIONS
- < ' STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE.

- DEPARTMENT .OF — I g
EDUCATIONAL AND ‘ '
PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH | | :

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

'SCHOOL OF EDUCA:HON' WATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED gv.

MALMO, SWEDEN - _BERNHARD
. - _BIERSCHEK

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) AND .
USERS OF THE ERJC SYSTEM .

’

Y 4
— ;
i !*X jt )

educatlonal
and

Bierschek, B4
EXTERNAML‘; MEDIATED SELF-CONFRONTATION:
THE INFEUENCE .OF THE PERSONALITY IN
PERCE;PTION An?D EVALUATION OF SUBJECT-
OBJECT REVIONS
A
“ * .

No. 52 / g : : October "1975~ .

”




I

e

e

ns

~ EX;I"MNxLL\Y MEDIATED SELF- CONFRONTATION: THE INFLUENCE OF

. 3 . ~ A . -
-, —
e . g s . - .
-t ) ’ ‘ . )’ K]

-

THE PERSONALITY IN PERCEPTION AND EVALUATION OF SUBJECT-

=~ OBJECT RELATIONS . . ¢ . s

, .- ‘*. s ‘
4 Vo . i o

o 7
S '
d E .
. . . a

‘. s . -

- ' "

. @ ’ ‘\

. LY . 7 ) - ) \
. . 2
v i ” * :
. \ .
I , 5.
-
Betnhard Bierschenk-
. 3
~ R
" . _'G - -
. . ] . .
- , ¢ _ .
. ¢ - ]
-
3 , y“ 4

- Educational and Psychological Interactions (Malmas,
. Eaﬁcation[, _ﬁo. 52, 1975, ' e

»
i

.. Bierschenk, B, Externally mediated self-confrontation: The influence of

the personality in pePception and evaluation of subject-object relations.
Sweden: School of
\ - ) " ] s
In a self-confrontation experiment, student teachers h#we been put through.
an extensive test battery containing persofality tests, cognitive tests and
attitude tests. In this repo an analysis is presefited of.the influence of
_personality on the student t®ichers’ percep&m and evaluation during con-
frontation with their own video-recor8led mic¢ro-lessons. Using a number
of multi*variat&\models. for data analysis, prediction problems and rela-
,tions between the content of different groups-of variables were studied. The
student teachers’ perception can best be predicted by means of personality
variables that ‘define an e:&roverpiqp syndrdme, social plasticity agg child-
eentredness. The student teachers’ evaluation can best be predictéd by

' means of personality variables defining a syndrome consisting of a mixture
+:of emotionality ind sensitivity variables, .

. &‘Indexed: Self- confrontation, micro-lesson, teacher training; 'experiment.

. ment; perceptual development, self-evaluation.
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The theory that the most typical feature of the school of today and proba.bly

N

-

of tomorrow too, is and will be the desire to develop people 8 persbnahtles.
e.g. good self- knowledge, tolerance and insight into intrapersonal and
mterpersona.l tions, is based on the following assumptions: Thb indi-
wdual’s per ahty consists of 3 number of learned "s}J.bJect-obJect"_ rela-
tions, Each indlyldual has a baslview of him''self" 4nd this influences the
individual’s ability to behave in'a prédictable way in différent situations-

and on dlfferent occaslons. The individual’ 8 "self' is regarded as structured . .

) ,vr‘"n..ngmg experiences and Mego' ag the persomﬁcatmn of !'self", This -

%

o>

L 3
.

leads to the individual being able to see himself as an ”obJe ct'" built up of a

¥

large number of dxffer,ent experiences. o : Y e
Teaching skﬂls are to a. large degree -a question of how predlctable .
a teacher s behavmur is in the conta.et with the pupﬂs and the extent to
which he can direct himgelf in bu1ld1ng up "mteractwe'oehakural stra -
tegies' and "mterpersonal competence". For self- dlrecnon to be Buctess-
Ful' it is also necassary for the teacher to be densitive to the devekop.ment a
91’ a cour se of events so that he perceives it correctly. The teacher '8 per-
ceptian and evaluation of a situation finally determme whether he has = .
succeeded in correctly predicting the censequences of alternative behaviours.
Usmg closed circuit television and video-recording, we can help the
teachers to see themselves from "eutside' and evaluate what 18 presented
to them. The teacher becomes hxé own ”eXternal obsérver and commen -
tator” The role of being one’s own observer and;ﬁcommentator can result A }
- in the teacher gammg insight into 1ntrapersonabﬁnd 1nterpersonal pro-
cesgses and first- hand expenencea, which cannot be mediated via other

per sons - s N " : <

N - L A -

\:s

Workmg on these prermsses a study will bs made in.this report ofv %
""The influence of personality on the individual’s perception and evaluatmn
when confronted by his own behaviour in vzdeo ~recorded mtuatmns. "

The mvest1gatmn of the influencé of perspnahty'anables on trie
md1v1dua.l 8 perceptmn and evaluatxon of his own video- recorded behavmurs :
under various experimental cond1t1ons is-a follow-up study of & selfrcon-

! frontatmn experiment, wh1ch was conducted in 1968 and 1969'at the Malmd
School of Education. The experiment is an attempt to mochfy\student‘
'teachers perception and evalu.atmn by means of self- confronta.tlon me- g

. dxated by video - -recordings (factor T) and dyadic confrontatmn in the form -
of t;;achtxbrzal tutoring (factor H). The teaching took the form of micro-

lessons. ‘The'periods video-recorded lasted 15 ‘minutes. To improve'the .
P . » A 4

o
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- preculon of the design, two so ‘called precision factors were added to the
factorial plan, Factor V symbohzes the measuring 1nstrument- asseasment
and evaluation schedule F III’ amd factor. A states the aspects in this in- '
strument (perception, evaluatmn) Thus, the ANOVA model Gh which the
éxperimegt is based is A, U, T; H, I (TH), V, in which I ‘denotes the indi-
vidual factor. The model is presented in Table 1.

‘Table 1. The analysis of variance plan of the experiment

Index - A U T H 1 V-

-

Number of levels 24 2 2 2 24 '79
Size of population 2 2 2 2 ® 79.

L]
- \

F] > ’5 -
Factor H:, Traditional tutoring in which h,': tutoring, h,: npAutering
Fa‘ctoxj T: Externally mediated self-c rontation via CC‘I‘V/VR,- in

: N which t . self- confrontatmn tz: no self-confrontation

Factor U: Micro- lessons (length 15 mis. ), in which U, micro-lesson 1,
! u,: micro-lesson 2 .

Factor V: f Assessment and evaluation schedule F III, in Which'Yl » eea Vag,
: stateyents of which measuring instrument consists ' )

' Factor A: Aspects of the instrument, in _which a): perception, a,: eva-

luation ; . -

Factor I: Female student teachers with A levels (the Swedish "'student-
- examen''), term 2 at Malm School of Education

LY

The results of the experiment g1ve r12e .to the hypothesis that the individual’ a\

personality mﬂuences the type and extent of changes in percept1on evaluatlon\
. and behaviewr, In the earlier analyses the pattern in the F tests showed

effect.a- ot factors A and U. The effects in factor A imply that the student

teachers perception (al) and evaluatmn. (a ), apart from the expenmenta.l

effect seen over all the statements, are different. The effects in fa.ctor U

indicate that, irrespective of the mﬂuence the student teachers modify

their perceptions and evaluatmns from one teaching occasion to the next'

(see B1erschenk 10972 ~pp 138-140). Working partly from thege results,

‘this follow~up study will investigate the way in which dxfferent personAht? ‘
o™
§

variables are related to the student teachers” perceptmn of micro-les Bon

"

1 and 2, reg‘pectwely, and to their evaluatlon of micro- llpsons 1l and 2,
as regutered by means of the assessment and evaluation sé¢Kedule F III.

For this purpose a group test battery was administered in the c0ntext of ¢

the expenmeﬂt i
e N
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2. PERSONALITY VARIABLES AS PREDICTORS OF SUBJECT:OBJECT _
.RELA TIONS * - ’ 3 '

.

A survey of the literature sugges.ts that the individual’s ego is deeply in-
.v?lye'd in dfsi_ding whether and to what extent perception, evaluation or
behaviours are to be changed. The individual’s ego consists of many atti-
tudes that-are related .to‘ the individual’s self, When 4 situation or event
reqtures!the expre?smn of these attitudes, théd individual becomes personally ,
involved. Perso?ahty assessments for the purpose of describing the indi-
vidual’s qualities, attitudes and state’of mind at a given pomt‘m time can

be’ made in many different ways. ‘But if we ar mterested in bemg able to
compare the personality ofa part1cular individual with tha; of someone else .
in order to discover s1rm1ar1t1es and dis similarities in the personahhes, v
some common buse is needed for the comparisons. One usual way is tolet h
‘each individual estimate the ex\:ent to which a set of personality statements

gives a correct descnptlon of his own or someone else’s personality.

A number of measuging instruments have been constructed, of which
the assessment and eva‘£1ation schedule F Il has been used as the main
instrument. The purpose of this instrument was to measﬁre the extent to
which a pr esenta tior¥b{ subjective and objective inforration influences- *
student teachers’ perception and evaluation of their own téaching behaviours .
‘at different times. All the statements refer to "during this lesson . .. "'in

%

order to associate the student teachers, reactions to the gituation in questmn

(episodic as opposed to mspol[ﬂ;mnal assessments) The hypothesis as it

had been formulated (Bierschenk, 1972, p. 83) was o

Mthat the perceptual (modification of external signs) and the emotional
(’m'od1£1<:at1on of internal signs) defente is assumed to be followed by a
focps sing on cogn1t1ve and fxnalIy co. unicative aspects''.

2.1 -Choice of personality variables

The me‘a.suring instruments used consist of a selection from a test battery
* which was constructed for research purposes (Bjerstedt & Sundgren,. 1968)
a.nd used in connection with the adrmt;’ta.nce of students to the class teacher )
line at Malms School of Educatmn‘ But testsnot mcluded in this test battery
_in 1967 and 1968 have also been used. T addition some new constructions- v
‘have been included. = ' \ N . ;&

No detailed descnptmn of the individual tests and personality varxables
w111 be given hére however. A detaﬂ.ed description will be.presented in
another context. Re search assistant Kerstin Skog- Ostlm at the department

of educatmna,l research, Stockholm School of Education, has part1c1pated

w

i . ~-




.~ the mveotzgauon -of the influence of personahty vanables on thure&c-

- g -
B

-

tion of subject-object )elatxons Hereby\she has worked out . ot

detailed

?scrxptxons of the variables given in Box 1. Each vari ble has

been ass gned and presented (Skog- Ostlm,  1975). Also given are factor

dengnattons, .the technical ternk\ of the
strumerit in w,hl,ch\,@‘e.; variable'in questigqn 13 included,

\

griabled and the measuring in-

. ana].ytxcal)

Box 1. The selectmn of per«sonahty var1ables from the group test battery .
used in the experignent v .
No. Scale Designation. e Measuring
) instrument
0 N A L
1.-1 Acceptance of oneself - Schedule F VIII
2 . Acceptance of others /
3 1 Social -communicative qualitie s- Schedule F IX *
4 2 Self-assertion . )
5 3 Desire to be best and to be in the centre
6 4 Self-reliance )
71 B Suggestibility, to Authority Cattell’s O-A Battery:
8 2 E Ego Weakness: shift from neurotics I;orsonal Opinions
I 9 A Practical Role , tern and Masling’s
10 * B Status-striving Role o/ Teacher Preference
11 C Nurturant Role ’ Schedule, Form G
12 ° D Nondirective-Role ' (TPS)
13 E Critical Role / < R .
14 F Preadult-fixated Role )
15 G Orderly Roly 1
16 . H Dependent-Role J
17 S | Exhibitionistic Role .
18 J  Dominant Role * o
.19 A Ul 2 Affectothymia’ Cattel}’s Sixteen - |
20 B Ul 2 General Intelligence (brxght) Personality Factor
21 C Ul 3 Ego Strength (emotional " -Questionnaire, Form
‘ stability) B (Cattell’s 16 PF)
}'Z , E UI 5 Dominance or Ascendance
’ (aggressive, }colnpg;itive,
. ) “stubborn)
23 F Ul 6 Surgency (enthusiastic, happy-
go-lucky) -
24 -G Ul 7 Super-Ego Strength (conscign- . .
. tious, persigtent, moralistic)
25 H Ul 8 Parmia (adventur,ous, socially .
. bold) - . )
- 26 I "Ul 9 Premsia (tender-mmded sen- *
] .
_ . sitive, dependeht)
.27 - L UIl2 Protentibn (paranoid: tendenc:y,
B - L suspecting, jealous)
28 M UI1l3 .Autia (bohemian introvert, ab- ,
. . ' ‘sentminded)
"} 29 N Ul1l4 Shrewdness (astute)
30 O UIl5 Guilt Proneness (apprehensive,
/ - .. . €. insecure) ‘ '
31 *Ql Ul'l6 Radicalism (experxmentmg,




Box 1, (Cont.)

31 ) Q, ul 17 Self-sufficiency (resourceful)
3 .Q3 WI 18 High SeM-sentiment, ~
» {exacting will-power f
34 | R, Ull9 High Ergic Ténsion ztense,
. overwrought) e s

-

35 ‘ Series . / B Cattell

" 36 : Clasdifications S -4 = : The Culture Fair"
37 Mé,tnces. o Intelligence Test,
38 Conditions ('I‘opOIOSY) ' Scale '3, Form A
39 * Total - : . MCattell’s 3:A)
40 -1 ° . Field articulation’ — . Hiddén Designg
41 ‘1 Correction of pupils’ behavicur . Severity of Ju/dge- |

. . ‘, : . - ment T

£ g < =

.

"The persenality variables presented in Box 1 have been eeiected for the pur- b
pose of studying the refation between student teachers’ perceptioh dnd evalua-
tion in self- confrontatmn . procesggs and different personality features,
namely (1) ab1hty to-ﬂccept oneself.and others, (2) ability te dleplay social-
cornmu)ucatwe quahtles, (3) ability to display integrative behavmur, (4) abi-
lity te resist changes of opinion under. the influence of’varlous'types of pro-
vocation, (5) ability to maintain- emotional balance, (6) pcrasessmn of social
behaviours, (7) ability to stimulate and control the teaching process. (8) cog-
- nitive ab1h&y, (9) ability’to make perceptual analysis and (10) posasession of
high levels of energy ani concentratlon "The correlatiéns between the se-
parate persanality vanables are preé‘ented in Appendlx 1:1. The sepah'atev

1

variables will be described in the cases where the vanable in question proves

A

to be 1mportant for pred1ct1on S

.y

- -

2.2 ,Description of sub_lect object relatmna .o

The development of the assessment and" evaluatlon sch¥dule F I 1s ba sed gn
"an extensive content a.na.lysls of student teachers apontaneous oral comments:
to their self—confrontatmn experxences Thus the statements included in .
tﬁe measuring mstrument ;eﬂect problem areas oh which the student
teachers themselves have focussed attention, The problem area.s that have '
emerged from the student teachers’ h‘mltaneous comments durmg the self—
confrontation process have been c_ategonzed in accordancé with six a priori |
) constructed dimensions. These dimensions are defined in the assessment
and evah;.a.tion schedule F III by a total 9f'79 statements. with seven-point
bipolar assessment scaies. In this analysia the dimensions consist of sum-

. ;g mation vanab%;s that can be describéd in the following way: ~
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2.2.1 E_go-’rego relation

.The per‘ceptlon a.nd evaluatlon concern "I-me'" relations. This relation
means tha.t the same person i€ both subject and object. T'fe persen expr ses
'his own actlons, expectatlons and attitudes towards hims.lf. The relevande
of a number of statements desc ribing the individual’is assessgd. The content
of the sta.tements thaﬂorm this summation variable goncern: ll) emotlonal
state, {2) manner, ’ pat1ence with pupils, (4) sense of }.mmour, (5‘) voice
variation, clarity of spgech amd vocai p1tch _(6)ﬂ i)osturel use of gestures,
fiddling with ob_]ects and leglbxhty of handwrm,ng on blackboard, (7) factual
o

. of rhetorigal que stions,. .- - AN

dge, verbal skill and dlalectal accent, Z'8 mental bleeks and the use

L4

»

2. 2.2 Ego-pupil’'relation

The perception and eva’luatmn concern "I-they' relations, This relatl‘on ’
means tha*: the 1nd1v1dua1 s actions are'directed towards another pegson,
This summation var1ab1e consists oi the statements about another person,
where this person is the object of the ego’s actions, e. g. Judge)-nents, ex-
pectations or attitudes. Actions go from ego to pupil as (a) teacher m1t1a-
_tives and (b) teacher response. The content of the statements concerns: (1)
. explanationg and descr1pnons (2) support of the' pupﬂs.é (3) making contact
with and d1rect1on of ,puplls (4) paymg attention t8 different pup11 types

(5) pupils’ previous knowledge and part1c1pat:dm in the teaching and (6) use
of different que,stronmg techniqued. ’ '

»

2.2.3 ‘Ego-NPO‘-relatm'n V g 3

The perception and evaluatlon concern. "F-it'" relations. This relatiog.'means.
that the, 1nd1v1dual s actions are. dlrected towards a non- persqonal object in
the 1nd1v1dua1 8 surrdundmgs The funct1ona1 quality of non-personal ob_]ects
-lealls to the1r either \fitting or not f1tt1ng 1n'eo the individual’s plans. Th1s ‘
summation variable is formed of the statements about various demands that
can‘be made on an ob_]ec&, which.in its turn defmes which possible effects

can be expeoe'ed The content of these is (1) assessment of one’ s own teaching .
and the degree of the .influence of the Eé‘.h& studio, (2) general and detxildd’
plafning of the lesson, (3) use of the blackboard and,various teach1ng aidg,
(4) presentation pf subject and comrhunication of har& facts in the teaching,
(5) linking up with pupils’ initial knowledge and (6) digressions in presenta-

tion of the subject. 2 *




=~ a.ble to?control‘hls own‘behaviour in relation’to real or ant1C1pa.ted react1ona

. . . , . PN »t »
. . .

2. 2.4. Pujll-ego rela.tion’ ’ SR Lo -

.
% K]

The perceptxon and evalﬁatmn cohcern "they -me" 'relatmns Tlus relatmn
1mp11es that the individual’ conc;erned is the object of one. or!.more persons
actions, expectations or attitudes. 'I’he statements deﬁmrg this summatmn
R ‘variable involve obaervatmns of other ‘individuals b centres of actmn")
‘ takmg into consideration that they are ablelto produce goal- -directed actions.
' .The content of the statements concerns: (1) obedience to student teacher’s

Yoo mstructxons, (2) contracﬁctmns by, pupils, (3) pupils’ quéstions concerm.ﬂg

the subject and (4) the pupils giv® answers other than the intended ones,
(f R . R v , ‘ ‘ . . o
.7 .. 2.2.5 Pupil-pupil relation : . ) .

-
- : . .

.The };erception a:nd e.vaiuatfdﬁ concern “they;them“. relatfons. -This reélation ’
o’nl.y has indirect connections with the iric}ividua'l"s,peré'c‘mali't;y'. The state-
nyents that define this summation :rariable are’to e asses sed from the'point
of view of interactions, in which other individuals are both (Stlb_]éct and ob-

L
Ject The content of the statements concerns {1) the pup1ls ‘conversgational.

dlscxphne, (2) the pupils’ conversation withieach ot‘*r outside ‘the sg_)ect
(3) the pupils playmg together and (4)‘ the pupils’ dlscussmn of the subJect

» \.

-

"2.2.6 Pupil-NPO relation . ' '

The perceptmn and evaluatlono concern "theyut” relatxons This relason
implies that other persons as sqb_]ect carry out actions mvolving,non -per -

.~ sonal objects. The statements defmmg this summation va.r1ab1e are to be’
assessed with regard to actions, expectatmne and.,attxtudes towards objec-
Jtive factors in the' 1nd4v1dual 8 surroundmgs The content of the smtements
concerns: {1) the pupils’ interest in the sub_]ect, (2) the pupﬂs reactions to
the student.teachers’ presentatio: of the subjgct, (3) th%-pupzls reactions to ;

' fCCTV g'rtudld on the pupils. * —

'The student teachers’ role as ""external observer cotp.m'en.tator" of ~

-

. the subject and (4) tHe influence of t

%
themsel ves mvolves an "external self-di stancmg in t1me and space” An ,
optimum external self- d1fferenfxatmn, i, e. a distinct separation of the

individual’s self from the teaching process, could mean that the assessed

Al

'behaviours are correctly perceived and evaluatpd.
The hypothesis formulated when the exp riment
schenk, 1)72, p 83) was

''at the sarhe rAfe as the in wdual s ab1l1ty in self- d1etancmg grows, h13
ability to take a more real’Wc or objective view increased. ! ,

Social 1nteractxons,m teaching situations require that the teacher should be

®, \
Y from other individuals. An effective self-control should facilitate t@e )

t

TE ’, teacher”’ s control of the cémponents mteractmg ‘in educational r:tuatrons.

Q , ‘ . R .
RIC . .+ : 11 v
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3. MULTIVARIATE DATA ANALYSES L . o0

[ o v

_,.)
As thre dlBCUB slon a‘bOVe has, shawn, ..we are-'mterested in studymg the ‘ﬁ:’la-

tlon ‘bé‘tweent 41 different personaht.y vanables ‘on the d‘né hand and six - ©

dlfferent su'bJect'-obJect rélatid%s on the oth'er Slnce eash grouy of . v'an«ables i
contaxns more than two va'nablgs mult1var1ate anal‘yels tec}m1ques mll-be ‘

used.: By this meanQ we .caiﬁ‘frdxh a. “practical point, ‘of view study (1) pro- ) o

blems ‘of predlet‘xoh and from a. theoretmal point of view (2) relatmns betr
‘ween the content Qf“kwo'\or ’n'}:drq. grpup"‘\ofbvarxables The personahty R
vanables are for p.ractlcal reasons taken both . fréﬁn tests adm1n1stered ," f:

to the student teachers on adrrnttance to the school of educatlon and from s "

te sts administered after the comp‘ etaon of thd seilf confrontaz.wn expe'nment vt

It has also been considexred desu:ab}e to J,nvest1gate whether. student teachegs )

assessments in the sepgrate personah’cy.scales could be traced to the ex~ .

« perimental variables, It is above ail thg followmg questions that ha.ve gmdgd .
the design of the ‘plan oj analysis: | . O . s i

1. Asa control measure: Are«there any dlfferences wh1ch 1nd1qate. 31gnl~ )

R -~
. f1cant mteractxons betweeﬁp‘sonallty varxables and the Varlables d'f -
- the exper1ment7 > » . - - - e e
L4 N - 4

2, To what extant if at all ‘can 4he personahty 'varlables be used for pre-
daa‘tlon 3f thee student teachers’ assessments in the" six sub_;ect oblect

! relatlons, 1. e, what is the number and content'of mutuall"y independent

. * -
relatmns existing between the t#vo groups of variables-? co L

*

r

-

-+

3." To what éxtent 1f at all can the personality varlables successwely pre- -

dict the dent teachers’ assessments in separate sub_]ect ob_;ect rela- -~
tions:? "/‘ ‘ t i ‘N o '
. . -~ \’//// \ © 4 . _ . :
N ] , - . .
3.1 Multivariate analysis of variarﬂ:/e . . * - . <

Earlier analyses of the self- confrorgfation ex'periment have mainly made S
>

use of univariate analyses of varlance (AI\‘IOV‘A) but here data will be ana- «

lyzed by means of a multivari#te model for ahalyms of Yariance (MANOVA)

‘What we wish to 1nvest1gate is whether and- to what extent the populatmns A
have:}:orgmon distribution. Using MANOVA we «can-carry out test's for the .. .

’,
folIo g hypotheses' .. : )t o . T
. . - * . > ‘ EEE™Y -l

HO' The cova‘nance matrices are equal. N ’ .. . B

H1 The personajity v-arlables have not been influenced by the expenmental

sfagtors, e.g™®he equahty of dlsp“ersmns ) . .

H,: THe personality variables do not discriminate w1th regard to.the expe-

rimental groups, e.g. the equa.hty of centrmds . T s
[
’ ! ‘v “ - <
- . . -
. ] . 12 = * e : L ' —'
I L ¢ . '



"1If Hz can be rejected it becomes’ possible t study the umvanate F rataos
. . that refer to sepa.,rate variables. (n B(. gcc ptance- of. H 1mphes tha’ the
' :persmuahty Vana.bleK are without au&y tracgﬁble effects. ) Sigmfiq#ht F-tests

J ;ltate whxch pe rsogahty vﬁnables havé‘ cont?nbuted most to the discnmmatlon

i * ‘ “bebween the expenmeptal groups (seo Cooley & Lohies; 1971 pp. 230- 231)
L T The meaanrxng mstruments adrm,mstered before and after the experi-
. ment are gwen in Box 2 ‘ . : , : . . ' '
[ ' 5 ~ ‘ - '. i »
.. Box 2. T:zme when measuring mstruments were adnmxstered )
R & Measurmg mstrument ' . ', . Time when adm.m-is‘ter'ed' o
.+ . Schedule FVIN = Tl vm) after thé experiment *| "2
PR ‘Schedule FIX ° ‘ {F IX)'  after thé experiment .. C
- Personal'Qpinions . . (PO) i
a | Preferences in School Sltuatmns - (TPS) ,
| Cattell’s 16 PF - . (16 PFY__aft eriment. . . 1"
L, o Ca_tteli s 3:A 0 * . ' (S.A) . ,before the experiment |
: * * + | Hidden Designs - T (HD), "after thee esr.penment N
L Severity Of,Judgement : L (SJ) ' before the. expenment ‘ e
~ 7‘\ . r} - \. s . 3 = v !
Before mveshgatmg more closely' the predlcnon value of the varmbl,eq with-
regard to the different’ sub_rect object relat1ons we s}a,ll stady whether the
. . experimental. ;nfluence-has had any effect on the mea.snrmg/mstruments

_ hsted in Box 2 As a sult of the restr;ctmns in the experimental design

e + (n< 24 per cell) afa e MANOVA - pr&gram (Bmce 41 > 24), it has been ‘
nece‘na\y to make different groups The folldwing groupings were ‘made: (l)

_ - 'F VIO + PO ##TPS; i. e, 14..vaz*1ab1es~ 2) 16.PF, i, e. 1b varipbled; «(3)

©*" " F VIIL+'PO + TPS + 3:A + HD ASJ, i.e. 22 variables. In this tontext F'IX

ha,d to be excludéd, Thik test was chosen sirice, it is awnew constructmn and

the corrWon matrice for the ‘41 .per sonality vanables ahowed that there | R

4 T gre aubs'tantlak cor;relatlons with such.scales as were to be mcluded m, the

a.nalysm \ e . - . e e .

" . Despite the fact that it. seex;ns unlikely that data concermng mtellxgence .

vanables collected befdre the’ expenment was carried out could have been -

mﬂu ced%y the eacper:mentai condxtzons, Cattell s.3:A was cluded ~The

' :easons for this mclusxon are that we could not dlsnnss ‘) thﬁ’roblems of

’ © intercorrelated p'redu!tors and (2) ‘the interaction between them, Further- .

r more ;he inclusion of’ Gattell 8 3.A wa s baged on high reliability. coefficients

-

report‘ed,.m the hterature and 4 desn-,e to get an predigtion meadure equ1va- .
Bent to the B-factor in- Cattell s 16 PF. Of course, the reader”s opinion

' - could well be, that the factorrs of schedule F IX would have been thé more

: a*ppropnate ones for aeveral reasons: (l) the test hés been admunstered

¢ - -after the expenme'nt (2) ‘Thore mformatxon of its rehapnhty is needed and )
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(3) thé intercorrelations and interactions of these¢ scales with other variables

E.: Y, are of at least e'quakimportance But we have, perhaps over-cautiously, not

- ‘ ' mcluded the latter.test because of the risk for a contr1but1on of 8 ious
F - " va.na.nce to the analysis. The selection was also based on the d/sfé to

have mtelhgence var1ables well represented in the analysxs

-

4 ~ L]

Y 3,2 Facforxa.l dlscrmunant analysis.

L Factorial d1scr1rmnant analysm (FACDI%V can be used to find the best linear
’ ’ ' f\’motxons.for a descr1pt1on of the differences between the influehce groups
‘ . ' in the exper1ment When we compare two or more groups with each other,
: - - it wﬂ,l namely not only be of jnterest to’ study whether the groups differ sig-
. ‘; Y ’ nlﬁcant-ly. but it will also be important that we can exarnmeathe measuring ’
'~ _variable vegtor to find the personahty var1 e(s ) thrat contribute(s) most to
. this dxﬂerence Whlle we have been able wi h. MANOVA to test hypotheses
H and HZ’ we can w1th FACDIS study the centroids that refer to factors H v
g and T in the self- confrontatmn experiment.

The resuits of MANQVA and FACDIS are presented in appen'dlx 1,
Table 2. In this table the‘results of the separate analyses are sumxnanzed
For each analysis are glven the. omnlbus test'for the variance- covar1ance
R matgices’ (H l') and the omnibus test for the H-, T and HT - effects-,(H ) :
Wilks” i generahzed eta (f ) which states the degree of assoc1at10n'hetween ,
" the groupmg and measuring varigbles is also presented Therpower of the
. test battery s discrimination ability is not g1ven but, can eas1ly be calculated

‘-

L , since Wilks’ s'lamda (A) equals } q (see Cooley & Lohnes, 197I . p. 312).

; ‘ As is shown jn appendix 1, Table 2, HO 1s, accordin expectatmn ? .
4 a accepted No dlffe/nces are proven when all per{sffal!:::nables are_ : ’
< usel (a <. 01)». o T ’ ’ . '
. The testing of H, shows s’ign\ificéht differences fn analyses 1 and 3,
however, Since H, is'rejected (a '< 01),we can ‘henceforth examiﬁ/e more
. ) ) closely which personahty varlables have contrxbuted most to the d1scr1m1-
natxon between the Centro1ds The univariate F rat1os ﬁfor analysls 1 are
_ presented in ap{endm 1, Table 3. As can be seen from Tablé 3, the ana-
l ' ' lysis shows significant effe/cts as a result of the interaction between tutorkmg i
:"é - "and self*confront&inon Th1s means that a,ll rliablé information regarding '
the interaction effect is to be found in the third dimension. In order that the
separate variables may be studied, the contrdsts and the univakidte F ratios

.are given in Appendix 1, Table 4. Table.4 shows thgt it is the variables
" "Suggestihility to Authority” (7) and Dependent Role (16) that have contri-
’ ‘ .

buted significantly to the discrimination pf the group centroids. It is the
s ' * -

v

- 4 R .

Q . y / e
\‘l‘ , ‘ * ) /- ' ' .

ERIC. " | 4 %




mediated self confrontatlon v:a. CCTV/E.R and the student teachers who

were given no’ nﬂuence at all (the expenment groups dunng aprmg term
‘1d69). whmdevxate negatxvely from the student teachers who participated §
in the experiment in the spring'term’ of 1968. Pogitive values regarding
variable 7 are interpreted A8 s1gnsf\£' a tendency.to be 1mpreua.ona.ble ta
a.uthonty. This would mgan, if any authonty influence was involved, that

. the tutoring factor woruld havé caused h1gher values than the self-confronta-
tion fa.ctor' This is not the case, however. Instead the effect appea.rs to
have bee:n caused by the cx;-cumstance that the experiment wds carried out

in two stages. in Bierschenk {1972, p. 105) possible effects of this prdcednre
are discusséd. It is said among other thmgs that the groups participating in
1968 showed a "h1gher tolegance lével', It can be ddded that in the spring .
termYof 1969 the testings ca.used a consxderable amount.of irritation, owing

to the extremely fine we#ther at the time: It appears to be very rmprobable(‘
that, the student te{chers“parncipanng in the: experupent in 1968 should be
more open to influence than those taking part-in 1969. In any case there is
'no reason to believe that the expenmental influence can have caused thls
eifect , " - ' <
The effect in the variable "I;ependent Role’” indicates that the student '
" teachers who have high points on this scale try to es pape' from their lack
of ,assuragmce by relying on supenors The pattern in the contrast is the '
same as for vanable 7, whic\ means that:the saxsxe yfterpretatzon can be
applied, namely thit it is hkely that this effect h\as been caused by an ex+
~per1mental influence, while the hypothesxs that the jstudent teachers tested
in the sprmg term 1968 are more dependent than those fsom the spring
te”u of 1969 can be exciuded entirely. ' .
The multivariate sxgmﬁcance tests for. ana?yses 1 and 3 are described
in Appendu: 1, Tables 5 and 6. Since no significant H, can be established
-'for analyses 2 and 4, the contrasts are not gwen, A s can be seen fror'ﬁh’

Table 6 (the contrasts for analysis 3) the discrimination depends on the .

same persanahty variables as those\zmcussed in analyns i, namely
"Suggeatlbxhty to Authonty" and “"Dependent Role ",

To sum up, the separate analyses have not shown any e*pertmental
efhct on any of the persona.l;ty variables studied. THis result means ‘that

* our next ltep can Re to qtudy which corhbination of the personality variables_
. produces an c(ptzmum reduction of the error variance in the subject- object
relatxons, x e, aubstantially increases the 8qu, ed multiple correlation 2
(R~ > .01). This question will be studied by m ans of 2 multiple regression
analysis carried out in a stepwwe manner. \ ‘

' e
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3. 3 Mnlhple reLes ion ana.lxszs - ste'pwxse““

-By means of 2 m trple regression anﬁlyszs, wexcan usc; the 41 persbnahty '
variables to pre

‘sm subject-obj ctr lations. For this pun;;gase Bixon’s (1970)co puter
e of mul.-

1ct ?anntatwely the. student teachexs asseSsments in the
programme MDO02Z2R as been used, whie calculates a sequ
tiple linear egressxo equatxo‘ns ina stepwuse manner, At each step a.new

variable i added to the reg n equgtzon The var1able mtroduced mto

. the equation is the oné readxng to the great’,est reduction of the error vanance.

The cri

erion used m‘)thxjnalysm is an }f{-ratm >1.00, This cr1ter1on
"deter a2

'ﬁea whether or n new var1ab1e ‘should be added a.nd 1f 8o, whlch‘

- one./If the removal of an)"'ene of the preeinstmg predictors does not léad

to s1gn1f1cant drop in the mu1t1ple R, the pr}dxcto.r is eliminated, The
stepwise procedure appears to be a very useful and powerful instrument in,
lecting a manageabl.e number of the ava1lab1 personahty vs.rzaﬂes for
the purpose of an radeguate'! prediction. of the student teachers ‘assessments
" in the subject- cﬁueet relaAzons defined. The stepwise procedure combines
_ the features of ”foréard selection' and '}jbackward elimination' at each
step (see Tatsuoky, 1973, g. Z78). o R ‘
_ Multiple regres’slon analyses\were carr1ed But separately for the student
\ steachtrs’ perception during rmicro-lesgons | and 2 respect1v'e1y and for
their evaluation in the same way. These four analyses have been evaluated
by research assistant Ke»rstm Skog Osthn who ha.s also presented the table
material for these analyses and the procedure used in evaluatmg the anp-

lyses. . -

Box 3r Rankmg of personahty variabies for perceptzon and eyaluation
s ! accordmg ‘to the stepwxse ‘fmultiple regression: analyns 8
‘| Rank Variable besxgnatzon . ‘ Measuring ®
' No.” ) : instrument
_Perception ~ '
f1 14 Preadult-fixated Role . 'TPS, A |
2 . 25 Pagrmia 16 PF, H.
3 34 High Ergic Tensxon 16 PF ﬁQ
4.5 41 " Sewerity of Judgerpen SI v 4
- 40521 Ego Strength 16 PEAC
6 4- Self-agpertion ~° Schedul® F IX
-7 12 Nondirective Role ) TPS, D
8 26 LY P'remma o 16 P
9 ., 5 Desgjre to be best and to be in the centre Schedule F IX |~
10 3- - Social-comrhunicative qualities Scheddle F IX
| 11+ 35 Series Cattell 3:A
12 37 Matrices Cattell 3:A
14.5 -8 Ego-Weakness PO, E
-1 14,5 15, Orderly Role | TPS,. G )
- 14;5 23 " Surgency g 16 PF, F .
J 14.5 36 - Classifications Cattell 3:A
< ' - T 7 .
NN . | .
‘ [ Fj -1 6 ’ ) .._._\7,.' §
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Guilt Proneness
Sevé‘nty of J udge ment
Matrices -

Autia

Dependent Role

" .Surgency .

Critical Role ‘o s

. Selffreliance

N du'ectlve Role ,
General Intelhgence

Series s
Self-assertion . :
Parmia ’

Nuirturant Role
Preadult-fixated Rfle

.Affectothymia

Dominant Role .

l
e

16 PF, O .
SJ .

Cattell S:A ’
16 PF, M
TPS, H

16 PF, M

"TPS, E
Schedule F IX

TPS, D
16 PF, B
Cattell 3:A .

Schédule FIX 1

16 PF, H
T‘psa"C

- - ’

d procedure examines each of the pi'eex1stmg predlctors for possible el\m‘u-
.- pation. Accordingto Tatsuoka (1973, p. 278) the’ hepvnse multiple regres- .
sion.analysis. is. 'the’ most w1de1y understood of multivariate procedures in

educational research

\

. portant aspect from the multiple regressm.n analysis..

The, ranking in, Box 3 means that the var.iables were weighted i}/relation to

Sl both the Rz s1ze "and the number of times the vanable had ﬁgured arhong the .

: first 10 ranked‘places (cf BApp. 2) Thus, the stepwuse JTrultiple regressmn

- analys1s has resulted in a q_et of personahty vanables that Awill permit an
Moptimal'" pred1ct1on. The variables having the highest, partial correla.tmn

. With the criterion are mcluded in the. equatmn Further.more, the stepwise

Nevertheless it may be helpful to point out that
the method of analysm outhneql in the following Chaptegdaffers in one im-

‘The analysis in the next Chapter is symmetnc with resp,egt to the two

o sets of variables, Pts finction is to deterrmne a weighted }inear combinas

tion of one set of vanables that-correlates ma:nmally with an optimally

r - . lation is called the ﬁrst canonical correlatmn coefﬁczent (R ). .By means of
R we can determine a subset of personality variables which perrmts the .

... best (maximal) pred1ct10n of the student teachers”. assessmients of subJect- 2

object relations.

A .

4 The problems in this 1nvest1gat1on wh1ch will be studied by meansg -of the

we1ghted linear co

3.4 Ca.nomca.l correlatmn anajsm

e

Y
f

canonical correlation analysis model are:

.

T

17

atidn of the other set The resuitmg maximum col're-*

!

e
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o , :
- i 1. that is the smallest- number of personahty features. that must be con-’

; trolled or extracted m«order to eliminate all essential lmear relations

‘ betWeenﬁ set of personalxty va.nables and the set of subject- obJecﬁ
: : relations ?- ) o s -7

5 2. Wha.t qualities are represented by the perqonahty features that have v
S Y been extra.cted" - N . L

‘1‘
.

» - .

. The number of traits that must be controlled equals the number of de-
: monstrable canomcal relatxona Jbetween the tvgq sets. ,The purpose of a .

: . canomcal correlatxon analys1s 1s to find a wexghted personality profile a.nd .
i o a welghted proﬁle of subject- obgect relations‘under the restriction of maxi- -

.+ mal correlatxon Tatsuoka* (1971, p. 183) states:

"Canonical ana.lysrs helps answer this [asso '1atloxg’ question by detérmining
' linear combinations of the personality scales that are most highly cor related
with, linear cognbinations of the ach1eYer})ent testh ' .

- " Since canonical correlations (Rc) function a.s. summaXxizing measures and

"~ are thus not suited to more detailed analysis, the following analysis will be

ot based on Stewart & Love’s (1968, pp. 160 163) index for the determination
-, : of the redu'n'da.ncy in the first set of varxables, given another t of variables,
. . il e similarity between both sefs.  According to Stewart & Love (1968, p.

fs e 182) ' Lt e

s

-

. « 4+ 'the Qropornm of redyndant. va.x‘lance assocnated with a given root is in-- -
LA .~ structive in determing whether the root deserves interpretation and
f' ’ further attentxon v ) ; ¢

-

. . -By using Stewart & Love’'s mdgx we gain increased-possibilities in the .

‘mterpretatxon of canonical corzelation analyse ss.3 We can study:
L J >
S ' .. e LI

ot ﬁ . how m’any dimensions are neceséar'y if we are to-be able to extract an

L

, e;ssennal part of aaa;mmetrical var1ance
2. how great a part-of the common,var}ance refers to the fxrst, second,

- N . -

. . third etc chmensupn and L.
w 1 - . % l*‘" ' ul
¢ -« '3, the partxof var1ance-(proport10n of trace) of a set of predxctor and

o cr1ter1a varxa.bles respectively that 1s predxcta.ble. “il
. ° . ¥ ',f ,v
, But m@t 1mpo,rta.nt to th.e follo\}irxng analysis .is Cooley & Lohnes (1971, p. //'/:llb

. e T

;v . ' 171) statement: | . | . y

. . MBefore we had the new coeff1C1ent of #edundatity we were prone to look
‘at R4 as a measure of the overlap Between the twq,batterxesl Actually, it

« is only a measure of the overlap betwetn the twd canonical variates x andy,
andth&pb may or ma.y hot be 1m,poi't‘axgt factors of the1r respective batteries. "

'But if one vhshe to draw conc“lusmns about the minimum numb‘e\r of _cano- .

‘nical‘relations known, to exist in the popula,tzon,‘7 test of significante be-
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'cor;)ea necessary The fact that, high canonicar correlat{on .may be found :
;de:pite low rednndancy/values see Cooley & ‘Lohnes, 1971, p. 181) indi- | .
‘ cates that practxcall,y no overlap exists between the two gets of var1ables

Therefore m our: dlacussmn we will’ not ducnmmate between mgmfxcamt

andmon -8i gmﬁcant relatmns

‘¥ ; -t .
h I

. 3 4 1 Peréeption o} ’sub;Lct-object relations
¢

L .

d 'I"ableo 2-9 nge the canonical correlatmnaf ngmﬁcance values, redundancy
‘o ' index and component. structures. After this’ analysxs the’ canomcal loadmgs -
. are studied in more detaxl As in all’ the e‘arher analyses. within the pro-
, Ject "'Self- confrontatlon in teacher tralmng", the crztbrmn used is r > 30
. - The variables that’ attain this value atre Jy;onsldered to co&tnbute substagnally .
. ’ . -to th® max1ma'lly cortrelated dlmensxons In Table 2 the sum.maﬁzéd mea- »
) wurementg for the student teachers p..erceptmxg. dm'mg mtcro lessonl are |,
R . ) 3
- '-Agwen < . ﬁ'\ - o ST T © L .
'. LESTIN ‘ ! - A 4 . J .
Pt . 'Table 2. Canomcal correlat ém bétween personahty varzables a.nd eubjecb- N
) g '° obJect rela‘hons X -test and redu.nda;xcy inde ' o
S "Roots R_ R2 Ose-rved A ~,299.-2 31- —
- value R ! T
’ i~ .64‘,,.41. Ci 1.0 96 - .240  1.6F ;’g, Co e
) “t2. . .49 .24 07 37 5% .. 415 R £ X
B 1 3'~. ,.44. .19 52.41 56 :534 W . R SO A
4" ?1 216 ,34.53 1,39 - .66l B : ‘
s 15 ~36 .13  19.53 . . 24 792 T . t
1ope .30 ..09 0 7Uarv g1 fl910 0 T IR
o Wilks A = .240° L e . T '
- N , - N . " A“ . '0 / .
". _.| Personality variables’ -, Subject-objeet relations - Y
.‘ ¢ / ‘e Vp de. Rt ’\ };T- T ;VC . ‘R:dC' ., Rt ) - h . . .‘
-] 07 203 .38: ° T 033%13,% 52t Lo o
o 2 .08 .02 -.:25 .03 . o120 .
. W 3 .06 01" .13 .05 L2000 et e
-t 4 .07 .0 .13 oL, 04 . .
* 5 .06 aOl L1300 .01 T..04 !
. 6 .04 ,00 . .00, 30} .04 N R
. .38 0~8"J/00 .25 1.00 e
. _ &“-‘ ..' ‘..‘ '-k _o‘ v.: ‘ ..‘ . , I 'a . ‘ . ;‘. ':*_.
PR .Rcz. ;Canon@cal‘correla{ion' . Rd : Rédundancy \;fndeik'r the pre-‘
. 2 ) e ‘ P diction.of the personality va-
°' R, ¢ Squared cahoniecal corre{at‘ton riables when the assegsments
V. Extracted variapce from the . of the subject-object relations
set of criteria vanables Lo are known _
V. Var1ance ext from. the 4 Rt:* (I;atioortl'on bfﬁhe to l redun-
s - Py get of predicto va.nables 5 ‘b variance
.. Rdc: RWundancy index for the pré- e
-~ diction of the sub;ﬁccsébject
relatmnn when the ess- =

I ménts of personality varjab-
- oy - les are known \

19



oo R b N A . . .
P . . N
A s . , L. , v e N . | .

.« =

J ~ [y - . v

Al can be seen fror,n Table 2 no s1gn1f1cant dorr elated canomca,l chmenszon
- ‘can be shown for the student teachers’ perceptzon dunng micro-lesson 1. 1 e
The six canonmal dimensmns extract 38% of the variance’in the set of pei‘-
sonality variables, l,n both sets of vagrables it is the first three roots thaf

ar\ respbnmble for 2 10% of the ﬁotal redundant varzance When the student
te

v 4 t
'

ers’ asses’ment in the personahty vamables is known, it 1s ponlble o
to state at ‘the same time 25% of the ,variance in the sub_)eot obJect yelations, T
‘i, e, 25% Tedundant or overlappxng.vanance exists. In add1t1on the correla- ;

\ tion (R Jris relatively much I'ugher than' any of the correlations between the -
orlginal variables (see App 1:1).- ' But we are unable to add anything to the
statemhnt that there are correlated canonical dimensions (significant or not)
Only examination of the Canomca.l components can make.it possible to

. ‘de.

re

ribe and interpret the three dxrnensxons that are at thre same time
onsible for R, > .10." o )

N

. N

: Table 3 pr,es ents the observed correlations between the ongmal vanables
3 in a group of variables and a canonical vector in the respectxve groups, i.e. ‘ )
Darlington & Weinberg (1973, p. 444) state tha}, -k

'the observed correlations between original variables in a 8ét and a canoni- -

ca.l variable injthat set 'is a measure of 'the relative size, -of the correla-

tione of those variables Wwith the unobserved trait which the canonical va- .
«  riate pred.rcts "o ) ] L . .

RN g ' - -

Thus the canomcal correlat;on 1nd1cates how. well the nat\n‘e of a tra.it can

Mcanonical’ loa.d.tngs"

be mferred A closer examination of the compongnt structure in Table 3

shows that personalxty variables Nos. 3, ¥5 and 34 correlate posxtwely w1th

the ﬁrst predictor vector, while variable No. 36 cor relates neganvely The A
comparatxvely hJ.ghest correlation with the first cntenon vectbr is to be’
found in the pupil-ego relaLtlon But the other relatxons. "with. the exceptlont SN
7~ . of'the pupxl -NPO relatxon also show substant1al correlatxons. ' o
' " The - personahty features that are 1mportant for the student teachers” \‘
pe,reeptxon durm? micro- les son 1 will be descnbed in mere detaxl AR )
» ‘ v 't
Table 3 Canomcal éomponent structure Micro-les son'l Perceptron
| Variable Desrgnatron . / , Cgrnponent ~
. | No. \ ' ; 15 2 3 . |
- ' Al . . - ' -~ .. . A A ’
Per qonahty wyariables .. , . ' )
114 ¥ Preadult-fixated Role .13 .37 .07 '
- | 25 " Parmia .42 =97 -.10
0| 34 High Ergic Tension ' .32 36 *+.21
41 ) Severity of Judgement L .27 -. 11 -, 24
2l Ego Strength ' .24 -.57 . 04 o
4 ! Self-assertion ) o -0 22 26 -..39
12 Nondirective Role -.09 -,08 .09 .
, 26 Premsia - -.24° -.44 - 17 |
5 Desxre to be best and to be in the certre -, 05 1,53 -,16 .



. : ~ v +
s . Table 3.. ’Scont. ) - R .
s .‘ 3 7 Social-communicative qualities \ .57 -.04 L 1Y
O 4 Series : 15 .30 -42
T Matrices . . ' :me06 ¢ 00 -.17
e . 8 Ego Wéaknese .20 1% . 31
o ‘15 Orderly Role - . -.18 -,02 -»,49
v 23 Surgeney 00 100 17,
Y 36 Classiﬁ'cations , -.‘37 .02 . L 12]°
L &I‘ject -object relations
" s , 1 " "Ego-egd relatidn .50 -.45 . 26
-t 2 Ego-pupil gelation , .43 -,01 . 7Q
"t 3. Ego- NPO Felation .58 .05 .6r]
T e 4. Pupi'l-ego relation’ 95 .09 ° .05{,
¥ 5 Pupf{l-pupil relation . 48 .67 .28
2 . 6 Pupil-NPO relation 2 .27 .04 . 80

) . 3
'
v 4

Socm.l comnmmcauve quahtxes towards known and unknown groups of varxous

kinds are based on self-confxdence authority and verbal ability. The indi-
» © " vidual is confronted w1th problems in concretely descnbed situations such
' ras (I) havmga pronoun‘ced opinion, (2) stating one’s opinion, (3) majntaining
_ . a train of thonght (4) mastering dxs'tractxons {5) pre nt1(ng a subject, (6)
‘, o bemg verba,lly receptxve High values md.lcate that the i dnndﬁl believes
he factor corre- .
* lates (r = +4l) with Cattell 8 ”Parrma” and can be descnbed as a factor be-
longi’ng to the-extrovergion syndrome The factor measures the: polanty

- * N ’
'

"ego- -ervironment". L

' "Parmia characterizes individudls who (1). demonstrate an uxii‘nhi‘bite'd, social
(2) are inhibited very little

(3) actively seek contact - N\

that it would he easy tq master the problems described.

behavmur ag a’ consequence of a lack of shyness,
by dangers and demands in the1r envuonment
- with others, (4) find it easy to talk to others. This lack of receptxveness

) -

to ;nhﬂnnons is assumed to bg lar gely cons*htu.tmnal

f High Ergic Tension ché.ractenzes 1nd1v1duals with char}geable moode and .l

. . };exghtened emotional tensxon They are e.g. easzly irritated, restless, ,‘

»

’ " feel tense and get easily upset. ’I‘hle factor expresses f:emporary emotlonal

- reagtions to ituations. R

Classifications measure the individual’s ab1hty in deductxve reasoning. This '

test loads’on '"Fluid General Intelligence'!, whxch is a aecond order factor
(s€e Pawlik, 1968, pp. 358- 352 The test is mtended to measdre the "g"
factor (genera.l ability factor). But this sub-test is also to some extent de-’

[} . - »

‘ pendent on upbnﬁgmg and education.




To sum up, the student tet-.chers perceptmn in the first lesson can be b
pr,edxcted maximally by pers ona.hty features that define the dimensién - ‘
{.",‘ S "introverlion ut‘roversmn" The. student teachers who present an open R
LT a.ttitude to the’ir envxronment who seek mtensxve conta.cf with their env1ron- /

) me,nt and . who fmd it ea'sy to,talk to others are posmve in their perceptxon
of tpe pupll ego relation, But temporary emotxonaI reactions to oxtuatxons

and the student teachers” dedudtive abxhty‘ are also 1rnporta.nt for the pre-

2
EAR 2

S dit;tum of the "they-me" reldtion, i.e. the student teachers percepnon of
‘ - the pupxls actmns expectations or attxtudes towards themselves defined
by4he’'statements-dealing with-obedience to student teachers’ instructions

L or contradictions fro/m pup1}3/ . ) ) -

N

. “ a

The- other canonical component sho'bvs that personahty variables No. 34
.and.35 correlate posxhvelvaxth the predxctor vector, while Nos. 21, 25 and
26 corrzelate negatxvely The pupil-pupil relation has-the hxghest correlation _
with the criterion vector. Regardlng the third canonical component' Table - 7/
3. shows that variable No. 15 correlates posxtwely with the predictor vec-

‘*tor, while Nos. ‘4 and 35 show negative correlatxons Relations 6, 2 and 3

. ’ z:orrqlate Telatively h1gh1y with the criterion vector The 1mphcatlons of 7

- these two companents w111 not be furthes d1scussed however. -
N N The canonical, correla,uon analysis of the student teachers” perception ‘
g . "/durin'fg micro-legson 2 is presented in Table 4. oY
' ' Table4, Canoni¢al correl‘atxgns between personahty variables and subject-
object relation8° X “‘test and redunda,ncy mdex , .
Roots R.c , ‘ OSserved df ’ A © Zrgq = 2.31
) . ] value . - )l
1 .68 :47  153.88 96 . .158  3.72
2 S .64 .41 101,32 75. .297 -°2.03
L 13 ..50° .25 56.89 .. 56 .506 \
L ) 4 .43 .18 33.00 39 .674 .
3 B 15 .36 .13 16.25 24 .823
NS | 6 .24 . O 4.4 . 11, 944 " A
’ ' Wilks’s A = .158 ' . - _ ' cr
i ) SN e
. .i‘ Personality variables , Subject- object-relations
Ce 3 .7 to. : .
VAN Vp de Rt / Vc 'c Rt
1 .07 .03~ .30 " 19° .09 .35
2 .07 .03 .30 .15 . 06 .23
3 .05 .01 .10 .08 .02 - .08 -
4- .08 .01 .10 .37 .07 21/ €
- 5 .08 .01 - .10. . 09 .01 .04 .
: - |6 .06 -.00 .00 .12 o0l .04 -
. . 40° .10 :.1.00 1,00 ~.26 1.00 o )
" For explanahon of symbols, see -Table 2 ‘:
. - As cande seen from Table 4 thereh a significant correlated canonical
3 [l{lt ' dimension in lesson 2. In this lefson the. six dimensiops extract 40% of .

A

, e T )
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the variance in the get of personality variables, i.e. +2%., Compared to
" miéro-lesson 1 three dimensions are responsible for an essential part of
the va.ria.nce At least two if not three independent canonical components _°
are needed for an adequate repres‘entatmn of the strucfure, The first com-
.ponent is, however, responezble for the greater part of the variance. In -
the ‘subject-object relations there is 26% redundant va.r:a.nce, i, e, +1% )
coﬁpared tolesson 1. The first and second Rc are somewhat hxgher and at
_ least equally high respectzvely as the first correlation in lesson 1. The g
~canonical components are presented in Table 5.
‘ T&ble 5 shows how the first predlctor ~vector correlaWB‘posztwely wzth
-'varlables 8, 14 and 23, while 34 and 4 define the negative pole of the vector.
' All*la'.tions with ego as subject correlate substantially with the criterion
vector. ‘The most important, however, is the ego-NPO relation.
Regarding the student teachers’ perception during mic;r'o lessen 2, the
following features of personality are the most important for prechctmg the

student teachers’ perception of the ego-NPO relation:

s

Table 5. Canonical component ‘structure. Micro-le:ip 2: Perception

Variable Designation - Component .
! No. 1 .2 3 4 -
14 " Preadult-fixated Role .35 .07 -.32 -.31
25 Parmia Lo .08 .67 .02 -.25
34 / High Ergic Tension ~. 32 ;*‘98 .04 -.04
4] Severity of Judgement . A 03 . 25“"‘- 17 .15
21 Ego Strength ° .27 -.13 ,07 -.04
4. Self-assertion ) . -.44 .15 00 .00 |
12 Nondirective Role » o -.06 -.12 -,22 -,29
26 Emotional sensitivity -.12 -,16 .10 -,08
5 Desire t%e best and to be in the centre -.06 -, 06 -,03 .-, 07
3 Social-coMimunicative qialities .13 .54 -,18 @7
35. Series " -.08 -.04 -, 47 -, 42
37. . Matrices ., -.21 -1 -,54 -, 4]
8 Ego Weakness y .53 .06 -.22 -.01
15 Orderly Role ' .16 -.13 -,19 .38 \
23 L Surgency .30 .28 -.00 -.16
36 Classifications’ . -.23: -.31 .17 -, 64 ¢
Subject-object relations ) ) AR . / - .
1, °  Ego-ego relation .57 .60 .31 .4p
z Ego-pupil relation .30 .11 .06 .79
3° «.._ Ego-NPO relation . © .. 8 .20 -,22 .33
4 " Pupil-ego relation .01 .68 -,52 °, 33,
5 . Pupil-pupil relation : ., -.02-,22 .12 .70
6 Pupﬂ -NPO relatlon . ’ T . 18 -.04 - .26 -.81

__‘o Weakness: shift from neurotics, Indw-xdua.ls with ego weakneu are 1n
their answerf "eas11y" influenced by how a group .of "neurotics' have

'l
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‘answered i ina survey They show changes "from neuroucs", which are

taken as a sign of "ego weaknes 8'. This scale is related to Cattell 8
"locia.l ylaatxcxty ' )

he '

g;'eadnlt flxa,ted Role means that teachers w1th high points on thxs scale
1dent*1fy mor} easily with: chxldren than thh adults, They obte.m their satxs-:
"faction from the company of ch}1dren. Thexr behaviour is tlgougl_:t to reflect .
an attituae of\idealizatio'n of )childhood (Sundgren, 1967, p. 47), -

urgenc x descnbes indwxduals who are cheerful,: talkative and expressive,
bubblmg over with energy: land activity. This factor is tonsidered to be of

the most essential components defining extroversxon

High Ergic Tension, Th13 factor h4s been described (see p. I9).

Self-assertxon-. This factor measures the individual’s attitude to other indi-

viduals or groups concerning the ability to assert one’s own opinions and act

.

according to one’s own norms, irrespective of whether authorities are of a
- ’

diﬁerent opinion., Attempts to influencge others are also included, " The factor

describes a continuum with the poles self-assertion- adJustment or I-we. In -
the situations described concretely the 1nd:kv1dual is confronted with the,
followmg problems: (1) attacking the opinions of othérs, (2) discussing un--

‘known subjects, (3) influencing pupilé with a dxfferent opinion, (4) asserting

one’s own opinion in opposition to someone older, (5) rejecting unfair cri-

ticism, (6) keeping people at a distance, (7) being able to put on an act,

(8) acting,in accordance with accepted norms and (9) accepting cr1t1cxsm.
High points indicate extroversion. This factor correlates (r = -39) ,fxth
Cattell’s "Parmia'', o ] - ‘ o

*

# To sum up, the student teachers’ perception can also in the second

le sson be predlcted maximally by personality features defining the dimen-

sion "mtroversmn extroversxon” As in the first lesson, the student

teachers tempprary emotional reactions to situations play an unportant

part in the prech ction, although the factor now shows a negatwe correlatlon.

However, no xhtelhgence factor is to be found among the predxctors of the
first canomcal component The two fa.ctors, "Ego Wea.kness" and "Preadu.lt- .
fixated Role' indicate that both child- centredness and uncertainty about 7

one’s own person have been important for the perception of the "I-it'" rela-

tion in lesson 2, i.e. the perception of the functional qualities of non-per-

sonal objects with regard to whether or not they fit in with one’s own plans.’’

The predxctmn mainly concerns ‘the statements dealing w1th the planmng
and assessment of lessons, the use of - ‘teaching aiddy dnposxtmn on the

blackboard, communé:anon of hard facts and lmkxng up with the pupils’

initial knowledge. o 0t : / -~

%
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) ~As can be seen from Table 4, a relatlvely large part of the total Jré-

L dundant variance is also found in the canomcal dlmenslons 2-and 4. While ’ " -t
¥ the second dlmcnslon does not cont;mbute further mformatlon m addxtlon to

..+ that presented for the student teachers’ perceptwn during micro-lesson I, ’
" ‘the fourth dlmensmn( should be abl eﬁto prov1de even more ml‘ormatxon

, _Variable No. 15, i.e, ”Orderly F.ole”, correlqtes positively with the fourth

~ predictor vector. The negatxvely correlateﬁ variables are Nos. 36, 35 and 4 —

“ow

37. Variables Nos. 6,2 and 5 correlate substantially with the cr1terion
B + - ' wvector. This foarth comiponent indicates that (1)-the teacher's use of dig- ~» v
T , ﬂlphnary rules that prov1de assurance in personal relatlons with the pupils
- (cf. ego weakness), (2) the teacher ‘s "fluid general 1ntelh$ence” and (3) the
teacher 8 attitude to the idealization of chnldhood~are all valuable for the
P predlcuon of the "they-it" relation, i. e, the pupils’ reaction to non-personal
. ob_}eetr‘ﬁﬂ’terest in the subject), the student teacher s own presentation of
T . “‘the subject and the mﬂuence of the CCTV studxo These personality fea- )
P " tures arealsgo 1mportant for the student teachers perception of the '"T-they" C
- relation, i.e. how they themselves react towards the pupxls as objects (e.g.
non-verbal éontact with or support of pupxls) and for the "they-them'' rela- = .,
tion, i, e. how the pupxls act between themselves (e. g. the pupﬂs conversa-
tmnal discipline), ‘ ’
The discussion has shown how the student teachers’ perceptxon 1n les-
sons 1 and 2 can on all essentlal points be explained by meansg of the first
canonical component in the’ analysis concerned. If, however a more de-
” tailed descnptxon is desxred components 2 and 3 should also be studied in BE
lesson 1, while 1n lesson 2 componénts 2 and 4 should be examined, sinage ‘
they show redundant variance (R, > .10). Personality featufes that aré of B
. 1mportance for the prediction load on a second order or ''second- stratum“ /
factor, Qg (Cattell etegl., 1970, p. 112), -which refers to ”socxable" behaviour
The poles of that factor are 'exvia' and "invia'., The more popular lables
. areextroversion and 1ntroversxon Cattell’s pnmary factors A, E, H andy /
Q2 load on this factor, Thus, e/roverslomrs the fundamental personahty
. -feature (3, 4, 25, 23), butit 1s modified by a factor that describes the *y
“student teacheiz{ strength of ego (8) and idealization of chxldhood (14). A ”
part is also playéd by a factor describing the student teachers” emotional ‘
. reactions to sxtuatxons (34). ,Eurthfer evidence in favour of this interpreta-

" tion was provided by the exhmination of the second, third and fourth cano-

=

nical cornponents. There it emerged that the factor describing preoccupa-
tion with disciplinary rules in order to acquire assurance in personal rela-

tions with the pupils (15) is also important. Finally the intelliger\ce variables

| 3
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(35, 36) showed o substantﬁl POSlthe cgrrelahons ‘with the vectors, but .

when an assbdciation oc curred these. var1a.b1e¢ proved to & ne,ga.twmb)r

*gorrelated with the yectors consrdered R ..
:: . N ' . ‘_ é
3 4.2 Evaluatm,n of sub)ect obJect relatzons '

.

° -

. .As a result of the et‘qume proc:essed multxple regression a.nalysm (cf ‘Box,
3) the canonical correlatlon analysea of student teachers evaluations have

been carried out with partly dlffer ent personahty variables. The result far,

v

‘micro- lesson lis presented in Table 6. 4 . .

- *»

Table 6. Canomcal correlat’ons between personality variables and subject-
object relations: X 2 test and redundancy:index

i -

.0 ' s g
| Roofs Rc . ‘RCZ_ Observed . df A .z gg=2.31
< X 2 value '} P

3

—
.65 - .42 < 109.51 4 102 .27 .55
.52 .27 64,72 - 80" .459 ‘
41, .14 . 33,8 .60 .623
.37 .14 - 23.97 » 42 . 749
‘o 27 2 081 11. 56 . 26 .870

.24 .06 © 5,07 12 .94

Wilks"s A = . 267

Personality variables ‘ [ . Subject-object relations
vV, Ry Ry v Ry R,
.07 .03 .38 .14 .06 .35
.Q6 .02 - . 25. . .13 .03 .18
.08 .01 .13 .18 .03 . .18
.06 . .01 .13 .19 .03 .18
.07 .01 . .13 | .13 .01 . 06 . . ’
.05 .00 ° .00 23 .01 .06" ’

.39 .08 1,00 - 1,00 .17 l 00

For explanatlon of symbols, seg Table 2
- e

As can be seen from Table 6 there is no significant correldted ca.nomca.l
dimension.. . The.six dimensions extract in lesson 1 39% of the var?ance in
the’ set of per sonality variables, The fir st four dimensions are responsible.
for a proportlon of the total “redundant variance that'is 5> .10 on both sides.
"However, the First damensxon is responsible for the greater part of re- -
dundant va.rlance In the subJect object relations there is on1y17% redun-

dant varlance ‘The canonical component structure is given m Ta.ble T
e

/7
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. Table 7. Canoniba.l component structure. Micro-leson 1: Evaluatioh

Variable Desxgnatmn S Component ©o. (
No..~ oo . I | 2 3 4 . !
, ./
Personahty variables ’ S, 4 i ) ! '
“30 *"’5\ Guilt Proneness NN B -./;‘:2 -.42 .14 - 18 T
41 Severity of Judgement S e *, 417-,13 -."20 |,
37 .+ Matrices ‘ o .18 15 ,02 .05
28 —TAutia T _ T-.24 -,24 -,13 -,12,
16 "Dependent’ ‘Rble ‘ . -,08 -.22 .54 ;20
23 . . Surgencgy N £ 0Q, .23° .24 -,12 ;
13".° .. Cgitical Role = ° . =, 41205 ;49 15 .
6 Self-reliance ) - .51 .29 .07 -.31 | " .
2 . Nondiréctive Role - - ° . .07 20 ,24 120 |-
20 - General Intelligence . .24 -.00 .04 -.28°| .
35 . Series - . . g .49 -.26. A&4 ~. 36 .
L4 . Se.lf-asser'tion . . R - .19 -,06 ,03 .30
25 .- Parmia ' : L1100 330 .39 > .19 :
11 Nurturant Role . 9 ‘ To.22 L2600 .46 -.13 .
14 -Preadult-fixated R.ole L .00 26 .48 .23 '
19 Affectothymia - . -.13 .35 -,08 41 \
18° - Dominant Role N - =14 .03 .00 -.26 . -
' Su’bject.-obj'e";:t relafions‘ . “ ' ) T R
1 Ego-ego relation ~ o .64 -,57 ,: ‘ s
2 . Ego-pypil relation . - .06 '.,43 -
3 Ego-NPO relation -.43 -,02
4 Pupil-ego, relation . 213 26 .
- Pupil- pup1L relation . « - -.08 - .12 >
6 . Pnpml NP’O relatfon . x ¢, .44 -.40
] . ‘i . ) « .
T_able 7 shows that variabies Nos. 6, 35 and 4 corre}ate pomt' ly with the‘
“-first predzctor w;anable while vanables, 30 and 23 show negat1 e correla- 2
tmns iny vanable No 1 correIates positively w1th the cnte ion vcctor
ﬁrlule variablés Nbs. 3vand 6 sho‘w Substantial negative correlations. The
* personality vgrmbleua correlatmg posztgzely with the predictor vector have v
the follo'wmg content: e s - B .o

.’. LI l .

SeH-rejxatn & This factor mdxc.ates the, 1nd1v1dua1 8 be.hef m hlB ab111ty to ' )
manter d1ff&rent situations. Thi ab;lity 1s Jprobably based on ﬂembﬂxty,\}
concentrahon composure and openness, In the ntuatmn‘s degeribed con~

.
[

.cretely t}}e d1v1dua1 is confronted with the followmg problgms' {1) dev1a-
‘ L\ting from a&an made in advance, (2) cha.ngmg a det1s1on, (3) concentratmg
) i?l dx!turbmg surroumyngs, (4) acting calmly in’ an unexpectéd situation,” "
(5) & d.mg\e.verythmg to members of farmly and {6) hav1ng contact with .
pup:.ls outside school. I-hgh poanfs in ‘this factor mdu:ate ﬂe:nb111ty and emo-
#hegatw‘ely (r' = <.31) with ”Dorwnant

‘ - t:pnal secunty.. This factor correla
E* . Role" bk‘t posxtively (r = +29) wﬁh "ngh Self—sennmént". jwhmh means that
-

- »
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3 ., " it descrxbes the intensity of the emotional reactions and the individyal’s
fbxlzty to control such reactxops . . .
\ s ¢Senea measures the individual’s u;ductlve reasoning. Tlus factor loads on
T -«“‘/; a sen;ond order factor called "fluid general intelligénce', '

o ' Seventy of JudLment Tl'us varxable indicates the teacher’s tendency to

1 choose different forms of puntshment in order to eorrect the puplls mis-
takes or rmsbehavxour It is assumed that the individual’s attlt:ude to pumsh-

.

. ment i8 re.lated toa lack of assurance (see BJerstedt & Sundgren. 1968, p. -

~A  69). - . /. : *
The pers-onahty variables that cdrrelate negatively with the ﬁrs; pre-

. “dictor vector can be desczibed in.the following way: :

l‘u‘ 4"
,

Guxlt Proneness 1mp11es that the individual shows heightened fear'and «

anxxety Thefactor is thought to be related to feelings of gmlt and’ d1m1n1shed
self- confzdexlce Thie factor is characteruhc of individuals who (}) doubt -

-

theiy own abxllty to_deal with difficult situations, (2) express a strict atti-
tude towards upbringing instead of giving way/and being lenient, (3) choose
few friend and (4) have high standards of groui\ conformity to rules. This T~

factor belongs_ to Cattell’s prxmary factors, whxch load on the second stratum

factor Q. called ”AdJustment vs. -Anxiety". . 7

Critical Role Teachers with high .points.on this scale are charactenzed

" by a generally critical attitude to the school system and ’the qua.hfxcatzons
of their superiors. They are 1mprovers and reformers (Sundgren, 1957, /_

¥ _p. 47). . L . . .
These ﬁv€personal1ty varlables Just described can best pred;ct the

PR

i - - student teachers’ evaluatzon of the 'I- me” r&latmnh i. e. sactions, expecta-
' tions and att1tudes towarda their own per gson. This relatxon is described | -
'by statements cancerning the gudent teachers’ emotional state, voxce, . !

Termam

*posture -and factual knowledge. .
As Table T shows, components 2, 3 and’ 4 are also mterestmg The
personahty varlablee that correlate positively with the second pred’ictpr ‘ .
- . vector are.Nos, 25, "Parmia", and 19, "Affectothymia'',. while va,r1able
- ) .No. 41, ”Severiﬁf of Judgement', correlates neéatively The ego-pupil
&glation correlat:s positively with the second cr1terxon vector, while the
ego-ego and pupil-NPO relations correlate neganvely “The content of the,’

\u_:,thwdnal viiriables have already,- with the excgptlon of ”Affectot'ﬂyrma"~
been deccrlbed

R -t Aﬁectothymla cha.ractenzed 1nd1v1duals who are cooperatwe, easy to o

; associate w1th helpful, mt’erested in malsmg contact, sympatheti

<

_.generous and adaptable They form actxve groups easlly and dre -, . . /
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generoys in their pergonal relatxonshxps less fnghtened of cr1t1c1srn, have

no difficulty in remernbering .&ople 8 names and appea.r tO‘bﬂé?B depen-

y : dent on precision work agpd on being able to meet the requirements of the

: enwronment exa.ctly/'Thxs factor is included in Cattell 8 extrov‘e rsion syn-
drome and expresses "gocial agreeableness" X

- mrelatmns in which ego is the subject ‘correlate substantially with-

e all the ego-NPO relation that is

les.with r 5> .30 correlate with the third

the tlurd cntenon factor, but itis a

4

important. Five personality var}

criterion factor. In addition to the variables already mentioned. they are

- v : . #

the 1 ollowing:

' Dependent Role, Teachei‘s with high points on this scale try to esca.pe :

L " from their uncertalnty ‘by relymg on superiors. (Sundgren, 1967, p. 47).

-
4

Cntxcal Role (see'p. 26): - . . e

g
AN

Parmia (see p. 19)

o>

"' Nurtuzant Role Teachers.with hxgh points on_ thxs scale are cha.racter:zed

by a strong positive feeling for children and their neqia The love and
appreciation they in return recexve from the chxldren ig thought to provide
their greatest satxsfactxon as teachers (Sundgren, 1967 p 47). .

. Preadult-fixated Role (see P 22)./ ’ . ’
: T - |

>

T Th)e five predictor va:riables described above indicate that it sould be

LT qpossxble to predict a positive evaluatxon of the 'ego-NPO Pelation, in addi-
-~ ‘tion to what has already been said in connectlon with the first ‘nonacal
| vector, on the basis of the personahty features that are typical for tea chells
. who\are inhibited very little by ‘the risks and demands of the en\nronment\
L e L and who express a child-centred teacher role, ’ - e

" The fourth canomcal component shows that all the relatxons ‘with the

' .pupxl as subject conrelate substantaally with the criterion vector, wh.tle
the pupil-pupil relatlon correlates most highly. T®e following three va-
& 0 " riables correlate posutwely with the predlctor vector, while the fourth '

"variable g1ven -shows. a negative correlation:

Self-relianceé (see p: 25). .

Self-assertion  (see p. 22). . . K . ety

- .’1 Affectoth'ymia (see pp 26- 27) | . A
S . Lo

Seneg (see p 26) - ,‘ ) : R
The fourth ca.nonxcal dxmensxon mdxcatqs that student teachers with h1gh ;

points 1n factors describing an: e,xtrovert personahty express im their eva.-J
/ . ‘ ,

- \ " = - ' -

‘ - 'Y . .




theﬁl‘s t'ol.era.nce of the pupxls behavxour. However, mdxfmve
ng cgrrelates negatxvely Wlth this damensxon. * )
/. For the predxctxon ‘of the student teachets’ evaguafwn dg!,mg micro- - V -
lesson 1, ten personality features have -proved to correlate with r > . 30.

—— - Nt T e — —

. As has emerged from the d13cussxon. there are four 1 mdependeht canomcal
d:mensxcms that have proved to be 1mportant : . t g e
L In the first dlmenszon the evaluatxon in the ego-egp relatxon is the
cntenon vanable that can best be pred1cted by personahty featu res in-
cluded in an "AdJustr 1ent vs. —Anxxety" syndrome that is defined by Ca.ttell s

primary factors C L, O, Q3. Q -This factor deals w1th the 1ntens1ty ("xd‘

i

presaure'") and control of emotxonal reactions,” i. e, anxiety contra emotxo-
. nal adjustment (see Cattell et al,, 1970, p. 118). This is further emphasized by.

the student teachers’ punishing-attitude to misbehaviour by the pupils, wh*h
is thought to’ express uncertainty on the part of the 1nd1v1dual
. . The second dimension concerns mainly the ego- pupil refa,’non onthe -
: ' . cr1te’r10n. srg‘le ”osxtlve evaluations of this relation are m.ade by ‘student T
t L teachers who argextr&verted who have low points on "Correction of pupils"’
’ , *  and who express as surance?f‘

M S The th1rd d1rnen310n has relations Wlth the ego as subject. The per-

»
sonahty features correlatmg highest with this dxmensxon express a child-

centréd teacher role, _ .

Flnally tl;e relatxons with the pupil as subJect correlate with the fourth

' - cr1ter1on variable and the student teachers’ positive evaluaticns can best ' R
.~ . be predxcted by means of personality variables expressing extrovert per- |
. somality featuress s .
Lt ‘ To spm up, the student teachers’ evaluatlon of the eg6-ego relation in | )

. the first le sspn is related to personality features that determine the ability !

to control emotmnal redctions a.nd to overcome uncertainty. But 1n ‘addi-
txon b thig the student teachers’ aJyld -centredness and extroverszon are
) - al so xmportant‘ for the evaluatloh of primarily the ego-NPO and the pupil-
E’ ' - pupil 'relatxon, which is shown by the third and fourth canonical dlma)sxons.'

8 e . The analysis of the student teachers evaluation in lesson 2 is pre sen-
A SV
S _ ted in Table 8. e / )

’ -

:hdiiﬁ

i !

As can be seen fiom Table 8, there is no significant correlated cano- .

_ ., mnical dimeénsion in legdon 2 either. The six dirnension’s extract in lesson 2
. - 38% of the variance (compared to 39% in the first les son) from the set of

| personality variables.’ However, in the subJect-obJect felations ther»é is
only 18% (+£% co, pared to the first- lesson) predictable variance, 'fhe
T _ "greatest part’o the total redundant variance is assgtiated with thd gst

canonical component. But if.all redundant variance (Rt 5.10) is %.1?%*

[
”

* i -

U I f
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plamed four components should be studied more closely, The ca.nonical

-

, compenent structure is given in Table 9. ‘ ) .
Table 8, Canonical correlatjons between personahty variables and subject-
_aeobject relations; X “ test and rédundancy mdex "

] 2 9 - e ' L
Roots R R %, Opserved 4. - A z = ‘2. 31 .
qoots. e Ko N S b R | |
A T - o e % - - N - , yi AV ,_; .
: | & wmgeing 29 96.88 102 .31 -.32 L
] Z .7 .51 [ .26-  67.92 - 80 .441 C
- 3 .41 .17 - 43,08 - 60° .595 o
- 4 .41 17 27.65 &2 117 -
T 5 | .33 W17 . L2.66 - 26 .859 ‘ N , .
S 6 19 .04 , 3.03 - 12 964 A
- T | wilke’s A =.311 S ' -
E Personality vatiables Y Subjeet-obj‘ectl r@{hions- . Lo
[ i " . . :"n ) .
. . Vp Rap - Ry Voo Rap R PR
1, .09 .03 . .14 .04 .22 .
- 2 .05 .01 14 17 .05 .33 )
' 3 .06 o1, 14 . - 923 04 - 22 ¥ .
t. 4 .07 .01 14 .23 .04 . .22 :
" 5 .05 .01 ..1‘: .12 .01 .06 |
{ . 6 /05 .00 , .10 .00 00 \ ' -
: .38 .07 1.00 «1.00 .18 1,00 g
} H For. expla.nauon of symbols, see Table 2 ' '._ -. e
% . Table 9, Ca.nomcal cbmponent structure Mlcro lesson 2: Evaluatlon
- ‘ R .
Variable Des1gnat10n . - o Component ) !
{_ . NO . < . ' 1 2 3 ‘4 ,
Persanahfy variables ' Lo~ o .
30. - Guilt Proneness * _ - .34 -.11 .11 -.06
41 Severity of Judgement i .59 -.24 -..38 -, 22}
- 37 Mhtrices ) ' .05 .05 -,02 .52}
28 . Autia . ‘ R .44 -, 16 -,29 - .20
16 Dependent Rge. . T L22 .1p -.27 .13
23 Surgency - o / 18- .327 .07 .13f°
113 Critical Role : - . .49 .03 .05 -.01}.
{1 6 . Self-reliance , ~ o -.11 .08 .48 -.49
12 Nondirective-Role ‘ . .36 -.23 .21 .29
20 . General Intelligence . : S-.42 .31 .11 -.18
4 35 Series o -.22 -.40 .53 -,13
4 Self-assertion: : .27 -.46.-.09. .36
25 Parmia |, ‘ L .12 .16 .01 .13]
* 11 Nurturant Role .12 .08 ,07 -.03
14',  Preadult-fixated Role —_ .13 .00 .30 -.08,
19 . - Affectothymia ‘ .26 .02 .07 .01
18 ' Dominant Role ‘ -.20 .17 -.24 -.45]
\ , .
4 f
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. Table 9. (cont.) * * -, . , ,
. ) —-;;——— . . ‘; o .
SR B _ Ego; ego relatidn T YT 22 <24 s -4l
. 2, Ego-pupil relation -.19 .67 .19 -.55
.13 "Ego-NPO relation . . - - .47 62 ;29 -.29
. . |4  Pupil-ego.relation . W .30 .14 .41 .68
_— 5. o 'Pupll -pupil r8lation . . - .61 -.28 .55 .05 |
N, ,£L6 'Pupil:NPO relation ~1 - .31, - 25 -.45 %3
. " Table 9~ shows that the followmg varlab‘les correlate pos1t1vely with the first
predxctor vector: 41, l3 28, 12 and 30¢ The variable 20 correlates nega- -
tlvely Vanables 3 to 5 correlate pos1t1vely with the first criterion vectar,
> but the pupﬂ-pupil- relation corretates most }ughly Three new personahty ) 11
val‘bles have been added for the‘student’ teachers’ evalp.atmn in the second . l‘
" ' micro-lesson in add1tlon to N = \) |
* Severity of Jlﬂement (e p. 26),\ - . . R S
* .' s v s .
Criticat Role (see P. 26) . . . |
- - ’ ) \ ’\-1
) ¢ Autla characterizes md,w1duals with: "an intense subjectivity and inner men- *
e . tallife"”. They need freedom\and shoWha certa); carelessness and irrespon- o

sibility m practrcal matters, _but~at the same time they are alao characterized’

by higher 1nternal tension ‘cdused by anxiety than individuals w1th low scores

on this fa.ctor. Persons with hr.gh scores tend to feel that they are unaécep'ted .
" in groups, but without bothermg about it, This factor loads together w1th -

Cattell’s pr1mary factors Ian& M on’a second stratum factor Q'III called

“Pathem1a - vs, - Cortertla” This factor describes a higher orderx factor ' |

_ ", with ‘the more popular labe&led/ poles "Senmtw@y, Emotionalism - vs. - = - |
' Though Po1se“ (gee Ca,ttell et al. 1970 p 4.7) : . X U
v .
- Gmlt Proneness (see pP. 26)
. o
.. Nond1rech Role is a scale descrzbmg teacherf who display a need tg .

! - . reduce the dependency of the chllgren on the personality of the teacher fo'r ’ )

. the purpose of in the long run develpping autonomically functioping mdnn-
\ duals (see Sundgren, 1967, p. 47) -~ s

»

“ General Intelhgence measures the ”cry‘stalhzed" rather than "fluid in-

‘ ;. B telhgence" of the individual, By "Crystalhzed mtelhgence" is meant the
other ‘of the two second order factors established by Cattell. Tests mea.surmg
language ability, ar1thmet1cal slulls and "topolow reasomng" or logical .
' ‘ thmkmg l:;.d on this factor . ' S , . Q
- N Thus, m the second lesson student teachers characferized by aens1t1v1)tyff

“a lement attxtude to child-upbfinging und chdd-ce!r edneés appear largely N

’ - . . Y

. ’ . ‘ \
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- ' .to evaluate 'the pupil-pupil relation po s1t1vely At the Same time these

student teachers have low pomts on the'scale measuring correct:on of.

pupxls and in the factor "Crystallized Intelligence''. g Y
e 7 "Surgency" and "General Intelligence" correlate .pos1t1vely thh the

seccmd pred1ctor factors On the other hand, "Semes" i. e, mductwe
. ) reasoning and "Self- Qsertmn" correlate negat1vely These predict maximally
. the studeht teachers’ evaluation of both the ego pupil’ and the ego- NPO rela'-

’B

[%

tions. ,
. -+ .. "Self-reliance", "Series' and "Preadult-fixated Role" cnrrelate posi-
S t1vely with the th1rd predictor dimension, wh11e the student teachers’ att1—
tude towards pu.ms‘hment co}relates negauvely. ‘The ‘student teachers’ eva-
' + . luation of the ego-ego relation can be predicted best; butthe relations 4-6
o _display substantial.correlations with the third criterion vector.'
T T "Matr1ces” and "Self -agsertion' correlatg p051t1yily w1th the fourth

predictor vector, T .

- \ : zlatrices. . This factor is considered tom gsure @eductive reasoning. This -
teét loads on Cattell’s !'Fluid General Intelligence''. The test is intehded to
measure the "g" factor (General Ab111t/y/Factor)

"Self- reliancé'" and ”Dommant Role'" correIate negat1vely with the .

’

vr »* -

fourth predictor vector. : -

Ay

Dominant Role is a scale descnbmg teachers who display a need to have

their own superiority and their owti ego value confirmed.’ The pup1ls lsub-

ordinate position in classroom s1tuat1on gives "satisfaction to teachers with
° high points here (see Sundgren, 1967, p 47). .

4

What can be predicted maximally is the student teachers” evaluation ‘of |

the pupil-~ ego and pup11 -NPO relation. But relations 1 and 2 also show sub- ;-
. stantial relations with the fourth criterion vector. ‘
) > In the .second lesson, the student teachers’ evaluation appears primari‘ly ‘
» - to concern the pupil-pupil relation. The evaluation of this reiatinn‘séems ‘
to be able to be predicted maximally by means of personality features such
) 2 as sensitivity, a lenﬁ%t attitude to child-upbringing and child-centredness,
together with the stu.dent teachers’ tendency to recommend measures for } .o

T &13c1plmary problems afd general intelligence. L .

, But the ﬁrst canonical dxmensmn does not appear to suffice as an ex- . -
planation of all the essential- redunda.nt variance. A further three ca.non1ca1
dimensions are requued for t}q‘a purpose. The* Becond d1mens1on suggests v ~J
that the stude chers’ extroversion and general intelligence are im-’
portant for thirg}uation ef the ego-pupil and egoﬂ.Pg’:elatmns. The th1rd

‘ . A & /
. .
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' dime'nsi,on oncerns the student teachers’ ability to control emdtional
! reaéfions ayd atti;udes of idealizatian .of childhopd togqther with lhe ai;i- '
lity in lnductlve reasomng This appears 4o.be important for the eva.luatth
_of ego-ego relation, i - .o 1
The fourth’ d1mens:,,on COncerns the Student teachey e:tti'overt persona-
lity features, a6111ty in deducnve rea somng, abxhty to control emotlonal
reactions and need to domma.te in classroom 511:uat10ns ‘.
To sum up, the student te’achers evaluation m the second lesson can . .

* be p;edwted maximally in the py,pﬂ pupil- relatmn The personahty fea-
tures that appear to be most 1mporta.nt for the prediction are related parﬂy
to the "Corterﬁa” syndrmne, -e. g. sensitivity, partly to the "A.nx'xety"
syndrome e.g. emotmnahty A negaf\ve relation on the otherhand de- o

monstrates the student teachers’ abjlity m crysta}hzatmn

-

3.5 Multiple’ partial-correlatiOn analysis ¢ .

We have used the canonical correlation analysis model to in.vesti'gate whi ch
personality variables miaximally predict a weighted avera:ge of the student
“~-  teachers’ dssessments ‘of the subject-pbject relations. By means of the
- m-ultiple partial-correlation analysis model we can study how greata 'part
of the variance-covariance is related torseparate subject- gb_]ect relations.

We now wish to study the followmg questions:

'l.\ What is the correlatlon between thes per sonahty vanables and e.g. the .
' ego- ego relation, after the variance that is related to the other five
summation variables (as measured-by. hnea,r fu.nctzons) has been re-

- . 4
. moved ?

t
2, Howmuch unexplained varJ,ance covariance remains, i. e. what is the

. 'size of the resldualf?

The part of the variance that can be predicted for the separate summation
variables is stated by means of squqred’.’r:rmltiple partial- <correlations
(R2 ). Since the correlatmns between the residuals (unexplained parte of
J the vanance) have been calculated in PARTL (see Copley & Lohnks, 1971,
Pp. 201-220), it is also possible to study how great a part of the variance -
in the studer_x\ tegchers’ perception and evaluation respecnvely in the indi-
. Vidual micro-les sons remains as unexplamed variance, Ta.ble 10 presents __
‘ the results of the mtnt1ple part1al carrelation analysis for the *student ;

teachers’ perception in micro- -lesson i

-
. 7 é - > P \
. .
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.some variance-left, whi

' w.hole larger than in lesson 1.

Y % " . ~
Ta 2«10 Mulﬁple part:a.l-cox;relatlon analyyu chro leuon 1:

Pei‘cephon / A ,
| Variable Dengnatxbn ‘ o . R 'Rzp s F ratio F g 3 i
No. - L PO (1679)230
1 Ego- eg’o e . .48 .23 ,1.46" .
2 Ego-pupil |, = .46 .21 ' 1.31 B oo
3 ' . Ego-NPO .o .50 .25 1,68
4 - Pupil-ego, .62 .38 305 o e
5 ¢ Pupil-pupil . .50 .25 1.64 .- 1
6 Pupil-NPO ' - - . .42 .18 '1.08 = - §
_ Correlations between r.esiduals . STt
. 1 -2 .3 [ 4 5 ' 6- .- N
1 v .53 .42 .35 .20 '..26 .
2 : - .49 .47 .42 .46 ‘
3 _— . (.34 .28 .51
+ 4 ) % . .36 - .28 N
5 ) 154

’ : o‘ - ' ’ .
.Table 10 shows that in"the first lesson 38% of the variance in the pupil-ego

relation can be predxcted from the personality riabIes. This regult agrees
well with thp canomical correlatmn a.nalysls which howed that-this rela-
tion correlates most hlghly (r =.95) mth'the first ctitérion vector. In the’
other subject-object relations between 20 - 25% of the wariance can be pre-
dicted from the personality variables. The prediction is"worst for the

pupﬂ. -NPO' relatlon, which also shows a correlation with the t:ntenon'

vector that does not satisfy r >. 30 in the cahonical correlation. ana.lysm

Thc correlation matrix for the reslduals suggests, however,’ tha.t!: je isg
‘cannot be expla.med PY means of the perdo: ality
vambles on which this calculation is based Apart from two comlatlons
all are significantly sepatated ‘from zero. -

.The result of the multxple partial-corr.elation’ analysn for the abudent
teachers perception durmg micro-lesson 2 is given in ;fable 11, '~
‘Table 11 shows that 37% and 36% respectively of the variance -that;ia
ith the eéo-’-N
from the personahty traits.

aelociated nd the ego-ego relations can he predicted

tﬁe pupil-ego relation 29% of the variance

"and in the ego pupil relation 20% of the variance can be predu:ted on the

basis of the persona.hty features. On the other hand, it.deems as if only a

."ve'gy small amount of variance can be predicted for thefupil-pupil and /

pupil-’) relations in the second lesson. The correlahon between the
residuals shows that there are slgmﬁcant correlat1¢ns that are on the _
If this result is compared to what hasg -

-

+®
L.
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Table 11. Multiple partial- correlatmn analyns Mlcro le Bon 2:

S Perception . . oo o .
A : : — |
Variable .Designatioq "+ R~ Rzp F-ratio F 99 ' . j
No. . ’ * . ) o n - :
N , y ) ) (16,79)=2. 30
1 Ego-ego \ .60 367 2.82 L . |
2 Ego- pupil .44 .20 1,20 |
|3 . Ego-NPO .61 %37 - 2.88 ok of
4 Pupil-ego .54+ .29 2.00 — o
) 5 Pupil-pupil .38 . .14 . 82 .. . L
- 6 Pupil-NPO | .42~ .18 1.08 . ¢
- - - ‘ . - . ¢ . -~ . / . . |
Correlations between residuals . . ' " "
‘ 1. 2 3% 4 5 ‘ -} ‘
L N 63 .60 .37 .46 A
2 .48 .48 v .47 '
3 13 .54 .56
3 4 . : .53 | -
: 5 Y
6 . S 7’ _

emerged frorm the canonicet cerrelation analysi's; the ego-NPO and the.
ego-ego relations prbv‘to correlate conmderably higher (r =82, r = . 57)
v 4 with the figst cntenon vector than the others do. This can be mterpreted d
" e as méaning that all essent;al information is to be found in the first canoni-

cal component, since the second one doe’s not contnbute any. mfortna.tlozr in

. >

addition to what has already emerged in lesson 1.

‘ . To sum)up, the prediction of the student teachers’ perception durmg

. T the first les \ mainly concerns wh1ch actions,. expectations and attitudes ) .

. , the pupils dir at the student teachers. High points on the variables
"Sccia.l- communicative qualities", "Parmia and''"High-Ergic Tenaio;;"_
together with low vaiues on the test "Claseifications", i, e. ability in de-’ !
ductive reasoning, leads to a positive perception, : ’ I

The prediction of the student tea:che;s' perception during the second? ‘

lesson mainly concerns how the student teachet‘sj::t in relation t6 non-

" . perséonal obje’cts in their environment and the way in which they fit or do-
not fit in with the student teache rs” plans, plus the actions, ‘expectations

and attitudes the student teachers have in regard to themaelves‘
High pomts on the variables "Ego Weakness'", "Surgency" and "Pre- :
s 4dult-fixated Role" together mth low values on"'High Ergic Tension" and

o "Self-assertion' or the degree of extroversiorkgre related to a positive

.

perceptmn in the second lesson. The perception has changed regardmg

which relatmn(s) is concerned and it ha.s also become more dxfferenna.ted

At the same time this means that several and part‘ly different peraonahty
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features are- re};nrled to. pnédxct the student teachers” perceptlon
The multiple partial- correlation andlysis of the student’teachers

ovaluatx’on dunng micro-lesson 1 is presented in Table 12. . //
Table 12, ‘Multiple partial- correlatxon analysis. Micro-le seon 1:
Evaluation _ )
— 5
, Varxable *Designation Rp' szp F-ratio F g4 ‘ ’

| Ne. - g . a1,8)y=2.24
11 ‘Ego-ego - 64 ...29  1.85 ) p
| Z Ego- pupil : .35 .12 7,62 ;- .

3 ' Ege-NPO ° ;45 - .20 1,16 ° '—

4 """ Pupil-ego- 33 .11.° .55 —

5 »  Pupil-pupil .36 7 .13 . 68 ‘

6 Pupil-NPO™. .42 .18  1.00. ,

Correlations between residuals \ :

¢ —_
1 2 3 4 5 6 =

1 .30 .26. 3,20 .01 .18

2 .51, .12 .09 .35

3 - .07 .02 -. 05

4 : .05 -. 05

5 C. .13

6 : .

- Al8 can be seen from Table 12, in the first lesson 29% of the predictable
variance in the student teachers evaluation is associated w1th the ego-ego

* relation. A comparison with the- caponical correlation analysxs' shows that

this is the relation which correlates most highly (r = . 64) with the crite-

" rion vector, In the ego-NPO and pupil-NPO relations 20% and 18% respec-
Wwely of the variance can be predicted from the personality varlab\kj but”

both the relations correlate negatxvely with the crite rion vector, The resuit

. can be mterpeted as meanmg that all essentxal mformatmn exists in the

first canonical dimension and that the ego-ego relation 1s the one that can .
maxima.l.ly be predlcted The corielatxon maatrix shows mofeowr that not
much variance- -covariance rerna.ms\iny three of the 1’5 correlations are, . -
significantly separated from zero. ‘- ‘ T ~ '

The multzple partial- correlatlon?nalysas of the student teachers’ eva-
luatiotbduring lesson 2 is given in Table 13.

Table 13 shows how the variance in the student teachers’ evaluation in
lessOn 2 is spread relatwely evenly over all the subJect-obJect relations,
.The two variable domains for wlucl's 20% of the vana.pce can be predxcted
are the student teachers’ evaluation of the ego-NPO and the’ pupil- pupxl re-
lations, A coﬂmpa.nsOn with the canonical correlatzon analysxs shows that
it is these two relations that correlate most highly (r = .61, rt 47) with
the cntenon vector. But ‘the pupil ego and pupil-NPO relations’ a.lso d:spla.y

o - -
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Table 13. Muiltiple partial- correlatxon analysfs. Micre-lesson 2:
Eva.luatxon . . ~

\ariable Desi g'nataon . - F-ratio 99
No : ‘ P
) - (17 78) = 2, 24

»
LY

s .
. Ego-ego ’ . . g .
Ego-pupil . .19 J N

Ego-NFO . . . 20 1.15°

3

Pupil-ego ’ . .16 . 88

Pupil-pupil . .20 L. 1.12

Pupil-NPO . AT 94

W -

Correlationssbetweefi residuals RN
EX -

'3 4 5

.32 L03° .11 ..06-
.35  -.06 -.10 20
« . .08 .03 .09
‘ .31 -.31 3
-.21

.

L -
T 4 P 4 »
e -

o v
su‘t:{gt,a,ntialf correlations (r > .30) with the first criterion vector, The corre-..

lation.matrix, sl'sws that-there is no variance worth mentioning left, A large

. part of the predictable variance is associated with’the first canonical com-

ponent \
‘ T° surﬁ up, the: pred.'xctzon of the sii\t teachers evaluation durmg the

‘first lesson mainly concerns the actions, expectations and attitudes that are
directed at, dne’s own pérson. High Bomts on the- vanables "Self-reliance", .
"Serzes", i, mduqtnve reasonmg, and USeverity of Judgement" together
\mth loﬁcqmes on "Guilt Proneness' and ”Crmcal Role' a¥e related to a
posxtxve evaluatmn. » ’ . ' .

The predxct;on of the evaluatxon in lesaon 2 mainly concerns the pupils’

actxons, expectations. and attlt:udes towards themselves ar}d"other pupxlp.

together with t,be stqdent tea chers’ evaluation of how non- pergpnal obJecta
have or have not fitted in with their }ﬂa.ns High points on the vanables
"Cntzcal Role',» "Autia"," "Nonduectwe Role" and "Guilt Proneness" to- .
gether with low scores in the factor ’Genera.l Intelhgence", i, e, the ability
o crystalhze,*and ""Matrices", i,e. deductxve reasoning, are related toa

positive evaluation, . ¢
- .
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"t‘suum'& I
The analyses in t;hm report were carried ouf for the purpose of studymg "how
important different personalx‘.ty features are for the individual’s perception
and evaluation of his own v1deo re cB%"‘ded teaching behaviours on different - Y
oceesions ‘ . ‘

Taking a structurahstxc view of the md1v1dua1 s "gelf" as a startmg
pomt a study was made of whether and to what extent 41 d1££erent personal-
1t,y variables could be used for prediction of the perception and evaluat(on of
six different sub;ect *object relatlons on two d1f£erent teaching . occa.szons .

) i!smg multivariate data analysts botﬂ pred:cuon problems and the — °
_meaning of the relatlons between the different groups of variables have been .
studied. Multwa.nate and factorial discriminant analyses were used to- study

" to what extent the centroids referring to the pxpenmental factors differ -
significantly from each other. As expected no difference of any importance -,

; Lo “for this analysls, has beeh found. By calculatmg a sequence of mult:.ple

>3

linear regressxon equations in stepwise man}sr, an attempt was then made
. to determine the personahty va rlables that lead to the greatest reduction of e
- the error variance, (For detailed mformatlon on this analysis, see Skog- -
x Osthn, 1975,) For the studept'té{chers perceptlon, sixteen personality .
i -variables sati sfied the cfiteria of the _analysis, - while for the evaluation there
. proved to be seventeen such varzables. On the basis of these- ua.nables. ca-
nonical correlation agalyses were made in order to find the’ smallest number
of personality variables that must be controlled or ex'tl.-acted for ap elimina- hf

tlon of all essential linear relations between the pér sonahty variables and ’

i the six subject- obJeiE relations. Finally multiple partla.l correlation ana-
lyses were carri ed out for the purpose of atudying how great a part of the
variance- covanance is related to the sepatrate subJect—obJect ®elations,

- - The main result of the analyses ig presented in Figure 1. The fore-
ground in Figure | fepresents the measuring instrument’s sng different
mbject-object relations for micro-lessan 1. The‘discc;nnected figaye ip the 5 .
‘background symbohzes the measuring instrument’s’ six subject-object re -

i tions for micro- 1esson 2. The ego +NPO relation 1& pro;ected thce in der
to md;cate the predzctzon of hoth perceptlon and eva.luatxon for thu relatzon
The small letters in bold point state the assessmient, the index Fxgure 1 re-
prelentmg the student teachers ,perceptxon and 2 their evaluStios.

. Figure 1 shaws how the’ student teachers’ perception can in lesson 1

best be predicted for the pupil-ego relation, while on the same occasion

zheu' evaluat;ofca.n h-est be predicted for the ego-ego relation. )

B Y
14 For lesson 2, Figur‘e 1 shows that the student.teachers’ perceptmn can

3
.
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" best be predictec for bo;h,, the eéo 'ego and the ego-NPO relations, ‘The
student te&chers evalu,auon iri lesBon 2 can on thesother hand best be pre-‘
© diceed for both thfpupﬂ-pupﬂ and the ego-NPO relations: N
Very bneﬂy t.hE content can be described in the following way: N

~

In micro-lesson 1 the ;,velghted average of four per sonahty variables is
the’best pred‘xctor for the student teachers’ perceptlon of the pupil-ego
relat:.on. The contents of this relatlon between the predlctor arid the

*
» (4

. criterion, vanable are the followmg ' - 3
Jv .

Student ’f‘.eachers with high points in Student teachers with high pomts in
the factor "Socially communicative the perception of the pupil-ego re-
qua-htzes" congider that they’ can lation state that during the lesson °
maeter different ctonc retely des- . the pupila follow instructxons do -
cribed situations‘requiring sel'f- Y not contradlct ask questlons con-
esteom, authority and linguistic ce rnmg the subject under discussion
. pan sitivity, Ti}‘ey_ are also cltxa1"ac- and that the puplls during the lesson
"' terized by "Parmia", which means seldo glve answers to questions
that they are uninhibited. soc_ially'
ae a result of an absence of shy- , stu ent/ffeacher:
. mess, At the earhe“me they alsf A\
“ display heightened emotional ten--
.+ sion, which may be agn expression
'-of teinporary emotional reactions
to a partrcular mtua.tmn " The
etuden‘t teachers ab111ty in*de-
ductive reasomng- appears %o be of
’ Jno importance-in this context,
‘however.'lgx summing up,yitt:an
. be. sa¥d that the varia?es describe
- student teachers with'extrovert Plind

'personahty features. ' o ' .

2, In micro-les gon“2 the av%r‘ag'e of five personality variables form.the ’
-best pred}ttor ef the student teachers’ perception of both the egd-"NPO#
‘and. thefgo- ego*relatmns This relation between the predxctor a.nd tHe
cntena. varlables are the ,fqllowmg

. Student teachers with hlgh pomts . Student teachers with high points
thefcale ”Ego Weakness' are  in the perceptiod of-the ego-NPO
easily influended, But they are al- relation state that their own

86 characterized hy "Surgency", teaching‘is vagied for the pupils,




S /

whxch means that they are cheer- .that the TV studic ] has httle effect .
o ful. They are talka.txve expressive , on their svay/_pf teachmg, that their

! and bubblmg aver with energy and  rough and detailed planning is good, 3
actxvxty. At the same time they that- teaching aids are-often used "
are "Preadult-fixated", i, e. they that the subject is“presented clearly,
identify more easily with'éhi‘ldren that. the feaching abowhds in fag:ts.
than with adults. Helghtened emo - that the linking up with the pupils” ’
tmnal tension as an’ expression of prevmus knowledge was good and
emotional reactx.ons to tempo;ary thi\theré are no jnnecesgsgary de-

o situations and "Sélf—assertidn" viatione from the subject, Student _

‘ ? i.e. the student tdpchers’ pOSI' teachers with high points in the '

tion when assertmg their owh opi- perception of the-egozego relation ’
nions and acting in accordance- ° state that they are relaxed, behave

e ~ with their own norms, ‘correlates with assurance are patient with

negatively with thig predictor tom- ﬁhe puplls and have a sénse of hu-

ponent.-In summlng ufy the va- ,mour, speak in a loud .clear and
riables can be' said to describe - vaned xmce rarely use gestures :
student teachers with extrovert or ﬁd.dle with anythmg (e. g
personahty features tha.t are ' twaphng a 'ring), have good factual -

_modified by a factbr related to . knowledge They do nc’make use
"Socxal plast;mty" and a scale ex- . of st.,ereotyped expresslqns, use
press;ng a certam degree of chﬂd~ complete sentences are lmguutx~ )

I centredness e * “N h _cally sprrect,. speak without dia -
T - lectal accent,. never use difficult
: T » - wv&"brds withgpt explaxmng them
' {“‘3 (\" . (e#g" technical terms), always
. Cw BSCUR U O lcnow‘how they m?end to contmue
R —‘j ‘ '; . , 3 ‘ -or thgt they are going to say. )
: , . e A\ write legibly and never put rheto- .-
/; .- . R rical- quest ons. R
P "\ : .

However, -it should in conclu sion alsgo be mentxoned that the canomcal

correlatxon analyses have. shown that in both le ssons there are two cano- = ~

. nical dimenslons deahng Wteacher 8 preoccupatlon thh rules and

N regulatlons for thet:pur‘pose of gammg assvrance in their pe(sonal rela~

' ‘tmnship,s thh the pupils. - - g ; s

3. In micro- ‘Iesson l\ the sum Qf five personahty variables glves the best

T Predzctmn of the student teachers’ evalja of the. ego- ego relatlon
'l_kcontent of thxs relation between th 1 the crite y

vartames areagfollows-’ , > L -
. . o V43

Y T

redlctor and the criterion
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\ - Student teachers with hlgh scores
mﬂ'he factor "Self-reliagpce" con- / in the evaluation of the ego ego B

f r that they are g___pable of mas- relation state the fol;%wmg they ——
tering

felrent concretely dis -

cr1bed situadion & requiring flexi-

’ bility, concentratmxc and compo-

sure a.nd openness.. They show a .
~good ablllty in mducn& reasonmg
but they have a tendency to re-

commend severe pumshments in |

are 1nﬂpenced positively by the
tension  during the leuon~ Assured
be’ha.vmur, patlence with the pupils
a.nd a sense of humour-are all im-
porta.nt They also consider vocal
variation, clanty of speech, vocal

pitch and posture during the lesaon

E

|

- . v . .

AP .~ order to-deal with the pupils to be important. They feel it 18

E’ ' » \ faults and inisbehawour At-the 1mportant to use gestures and at. )
K same tune they d;eplay a heigh- the same time judge that the stu-

[,‘ R tened fear and a.nxleg together dent teachers’ own %dd}ing with

t - with a gsnerally critical attitude objects during thé€ lesson does not

{ . ‘* towards the school system and the distress the pupils. Having factual

[ o qualifications of their superiors. knowledge is considered to-be iz'n”-

[ To sum up, the -variables descnbe portant a?d the usge of stereoty?ed

E : i the intensity of the emotmnal re-  expressions_to be disturbing.:The

[ . “actpns and student teac ’ #bi- - use of incomple\te senténces is ',
o ~ lity to control these reactions. judged as being undistressing. The

i . -High scores indicate emot§8m1 same applies to the uge of linguis-

’ ‘ . .' - assurance, ’ _ ‘ i . tically incorrect expressions and

’p . . ' - dialectal acgent. While the ugé of

t; \ ot ' ' difficult words (without explanation)

[ et . ' 5 . is judged 48 beiné ‘meeninglegs from E
: Yoo _ . ' th_e'pupils\’ point of view. The stu-

dent teachers themselves do not

feel having mental blocks to be )
’ ‘distressing. The legibility of their -
L et . : . handwriting is'considered impor-’ -

tant and putting rhetorlca.l qugations

.is felt to be dxsﬁ‘essmg
1 Y 1
~In micro-lesson 2 the sum of six personality variables’ gzvea ‘l:hb best

predxctlon of the student teac ers’ evaluation of both the pupil- pupzl )
az-:o-NPO relanons The contert of this relation between the predic- .,
¢ ‘

d the criteria vanables are as follows-
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. s,
&n‘lent tea.chera with high scores
‘how a gene rdlly critical attxtud'e ‘
to the ochool system and the qua-'

. hﬁcatlons of thelr supe?ors. They

freedom and ‘d.tspldy a. certam de~
gree of carelessness and irre-
apannblhty in pracncal matters.

erglc tensbon caused by. anxxety

than student teachers with low

acores in this'factor. However,

they also show a need to reduce
" the pupxls dependcmce in order
tha.t they may gradually develqp

factor ."'Guilt Proneness" ind1cates

that student tefhers with high

scores in this factor doubt their

own ability to master difficult si- )
tuations. Deductive reasoning are’
however negatively corr elated
with this dimension. To ‘sum’up,
the variables describe student .
teachers who show a g:lertain‘ .

—~  ‘amount of uncértainty and are

' chafacteri(zed by emotionality

and sexipitiv‘ty traits.

» . ‘e

v

.

into independent individualse. T‘he‘ e
" gtidio

,important to plan the lesson both #
>

s

N
+ B

~ Student teachers with ixigl.g_;cores

in the evaluation of the puﬁtl pupll

'rela.txon state as follows: They do -

not find it chstreumg when the

have a.rnong other thmgs a need for yupxl s.speak at the same time, __

‘speak to each othérs a.bout things
outside the subJect and pla.y to-
" gether, Q}erg the le sson, They con-

At the same tzme they have a hxgher gider it important that thmpxla .

discuss with’ ea.ch other the subject
of tbe lesson. Student feachexs
\% high scores in the eva,luatlon

G:}sthe ego-NPO ‘relation state aa

wg: that it is 1mportant that
’ h;on' should be varied for the
pﬂsﬂ?he influence of the TV .

Ii

ves them asgurance Itis

_roughly and in detail. Itis also

important to use, the blackboard
and highly suitable teaching aids.’
The lay—out of What is written on

, the blackboard and the form in whxch.
' the subject is presented are both

considered impbrtant 'ﬁx‘e commu -
nication of hard facts m the T
teathing is consxdered 1mportant
as is the ability to link up with the '
. pupils’ prevmue know’rledge, while
unneces sarg -digressions from the

subject are thought to bexummpor-

%

'ta.nt -7 v

In the same way as in the analysm of the student teachers’ perceptxon, the
eva.l jon also produces canonical dimensions which give information in
add;tzon

ﬁ;'ut lesson these express extrovert per sonality traits and a cextain child- {

what can be explained by the flrstatanomcal component. In the

.- cventrednes's,,while in the gecond lesson it is extroversion and the student, -(

. teachers’ ability Yo crystallize together with a need to dominate classroom

simtidns that assert themselves. ~.

A
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Fmally the result of Weis study could- be made the basisg of the followwg
hypotbeus'

1.

In lesson 1 the student teachers’ perception is concentrated mainly on

_the"'they—me” refation, i.e, perceptions concerning the pupils actions
' ‘ s s

¥ . . '

against the ""teacher', .

In lesson 1 the student teachers’ evaluation is primarily concentrated
on the '"I-me\Y' relation, i.e. how I ag "teacher' have succeeded in this"
3 .

first confrontation,

In lesson 2 the stydent teachers’ pe?t:eptmn i condent}ated on the
"I they” relatmn, i.e, the executmn of the plan of the lesson and the
use of various teachmg aids. But the perceptmn also concerns the
”I~me"relat10n, i.e, qppects involving the student teacher” s'own
person, which collj§ best be expressed as a ''test of hypotheses about
one"s_ own‘ behaviour". ' . , ‘ ! . . ~
In lesson 2 the evalu,:-;.tio;x is prima;-ily concentrated on the "They- thém"
and "I;it“ relations. Thus, it is assumed that during the second'lesson
the' student teachers evaluate how distressing or undistressing and how:
- important or ugiimportant the pup‘ils' behav'iour towards each other is. .
At the same time the. evaluation concerns how varied the teaching wa. s

v

-+ or how suitable the teaching aids used were.
. ) ;

The analyses described here and the results presented elsewhere do not
unfortunately perrrﬁt an empiric‘al test of Hyp&the ses 1-4, It is possible that
a detailed study %1 the student teachers” oral comments could produce

some empirical proof. Future empirical studies should be des1gned both
to test the hypothesis stated above and to investigate the development of the
student teach‘erp' pergeption and evaluation. What happens, for examplé, ’
to the.gtudent teachers’ focussing of attention and what changes'occur in

the st%&ture of their perceptlon and evaluation in a third, fourth etc.

lesson? ’ : .
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e

Product-moment correlations of the 41 personahty-

- variables designated in Box 1

S

‘The di imidation ability of 4l personality vana.bles
with respect to the expefimental factors: Summiry

' 6f MANOVA & FACDIS statistics -

Ra.nk order of the predmtxon values of the personsulity
vambles for the subject-object relations, based on R

Product-moment correlations l}ebweep. the predictor
variables designated in Box 3 and the subject-object
relations >

1:2-1:4

2:1-2:6

3:1-3:2
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R "~ Appendix }:3
, - Tablé 2. The discrimination ability of 41 personality vanablez with )
s, respect to the experimengal factors: Summary of MANOVA . .
. & FACDIS gtatistics _ £
., F 6«9 » ‘Hypotl.leus 1. n F 99 Hypothesis 2 -
(df af ) F-ratio ‘ - (dfl’ dfz) F-,rau?
(315, 17967) "~ 1.14 s .55  (42,°235)  1.73%%
(408, 17875) 1.12 .41 (48 229) - .92
(630, 17768)  1.11# .65  (60,°218 1.52%% - Y
(759, 17735) 1.30% %% .52 (66, 212) .90
n: Wilks’s generalizéd eta ‘ ! |
, /
, : Table 3. Multivariate Q’igniﬁcance test for analysis 1
(F Vil + PO + TPS) , 4
Source - - “ 4 F-rado - F 99 ‘(14, 81) . Wilks’s .
L . SR/ / lambda (A)
Tutoring (H) ' 1.17 * - .83 |
Self-confrontation (T) 1.39 .81 - .
] Interaction (H&T) 2.94 Lk * .66 #
Discriminant structure e .
- - Variable’ Deszghatmn : H - T -H&T
‘ .. | No. ‘ . .
. 1 Acceptance of oneself . .01 .07 ¢.30 !
2 ‘Acceptance of others - - .08 - -.24 - .27 ° -
7 Suggestibility to Authority .30 -. 47 [ .48
' 8 Ego Weakness . 24 . 07 .32
9 - . Practical Role ’ -. 28 .21 -. 26
- 110 | Status-striving Role M3 .23 .05
11 . Nurturant Role . .52 .26 ~-. 00
L 12 Nondirective Role: .54 .18 . -.15
1 13 Critical Role --07 .08 -.28 *
e 14 - . Preadult-fixatéd Role . 69 .43 -.15 . .
15 Orderly Role R . -.03 -.13 . .09
.16 Dependent Role/ , 35  -.40 . 48
17 Exhibitionistic Role . . .55 .32 -. 02
, 18 " Dominant Role . =12 -.18 -. 27
*' - ' Ce’ntréid& of the discriminant fuxrctions
h, . -. 40 4. . 40
. .
. hy .43 t, . .43 ‘
- N ' . . e .
E ’ ) V' ‘ . . / . N
Lp g . - °
. ) ,

. o | 501 ) ’
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Table 4 Cmtraats for the~interaction between tutoring and self- confrontation
4 - plus univariate F- ratxos ' : .j
2 { Variable Designation hit, bty hyt ht, ForatioF
No. ) . C - (1,92)=%6.98
; [ 1 * Acceptance of oneself 2?28 -2.28 -2.28 2.28 2.88
2 Acteptance of others .90 . .90 .90 - ;90 2.07
7 . Suggestibility to Authonty -1 23 1,23 1.23 -1. 23 7,22 “*x%
. 8 - Ego Weakness ° .95 .95 - .95 .95 "3,35
) 19 Practical Role 83 - .83 - .83 .83, 1.89
= L10° -Status-striving Role |, - .24 .24 .24 - .24 " 14
T Nurturant Role ¢ .02 - .02 - .02 .02 .00
- 112 Nondirective Réle .50 - .50 - .50 .50 89
13 Critical Role ’ 1,12 -1.¥3 -1.12 1.12 'z 56 *
£ T4 ' Preadult-fixated Role .49 - .49 - .49 .49 . 79
s 15 Orderly Role - .26 . 26 .26..- :26 .22
- 16 ° Dependent Role - J.-1.50 1.50 1.50 -1.50. 7.09 =
17 Exhibitionistic Bole .05.- .05 - .05 .05 01 -
18 Dominant Role ° 1.12 -1,12 -1.¥2 I.12 2.65 .
Table 5. Multwanate significance test for ana.lysls 3.
(FVIII+PO+TPS+3.A+HD+SJ)
Source F- -ratio “F 99(20. 75) Wilks’s
. ’ lambda (A) -
r L. N 22,16
Tutoring (H) 1.10 . R o
. ‘| Self-confron (T) 1.37 .13
‘Interaction (H . 2.30 * 2 62
Discﬁminant structure
Vanable Designation H T H&T .
~ No. . '} '
1 Acceptance of oneself . 01 -. 04 -. 28
2 - Acceptance of others . 07 .19 . 25
7 - Suggestibility to Authonty .27 . 39 .45 N
.. 8- Ego Weakness .21 .08 . 30
9 A Practical Rele -, 25 - 17 -. 24
. — 110 B Status-striving Role .10 -. 21 . 06
s 111 C Nurturant Role .45 -.22° , .00
12 . . D Nondirective Role M- 47, 1L .« -.13 ;
13 E Critical. Role . -.-06 -.05 -. 27
14 F Preadylt-fixated R.ole .59 -,36 -.13 .
15 . G, Orderly Role -.02 . .11 .08 g
B 16 H Dependent Role .31 .33 .44
i 17 I Exhibitionistic Role .-, 47 =27 -,01
. 18 ° J DRQominant Role -.10 .18 ~ 26 . )
35_ ¥  _Series S -. 02 11 Lom [
- 36 Classifications -. 11 .21 . 04
37 Matrices . .21 . 16 <12
38 - _Conditions .35 .02 .. 10
o 40 Field articulation .22 -.14 34' '
s 41 Severity of Judgement .19 " - 40 -.12
-c Centroids. of the discriminant functions . :
by ', 47 t, -. 51
’ hz . 47 ,tz .‘51 _

-
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!:able 6, Contrasts for the mteractmn between tutormgoand self- confrontatmn
plus unwanate F-ratios ~ . .

Kzna.ble Demgnatmn . "Bt ht, Sty F-‘ratio F, 99

N .. - . (1,92)56.78
Acceptance of oneself 2.28 -2.28 -2.28 2. 2? 2.88
Acceptance’ of others - 90 .90 .90 -®.90 2,07
. Suggestibilily to Authority -1.23 1.23 1,23° -1.23 7,22, **
; Ego Wealkness -.95 .95 .95 - .95 3.35

—

v

Practical Role .83 - .83 - .83 .83 1.89
Status-striving Role - .24 V24 .24 - .24 . .14 -
Nurturant Role .02 -°.02- ..02 .02 -, 00
Nondirective Role .50 - .50 - ,§0 _ .50 .89 -
Critical Role ., 1.12 .12 1,12 '1.12°72.56.
Preadult-fixated Role .. 49 .49 - .49 .. 49 J

Orderly Role . - .26 .26 .26 -, ..
Dependent Role .- -1.-50 .50 1.50 ~-1.50 17.09
Exhibitionistic Role .05 .05 - .05 . (l)j .01
Dominant Role 1,12 .12 <1.12 "1.12 .2

i}f.
13
14
15
16
17
18

R lak Fol N cNeNel- N-g

35 - Series . - .02 . 02 .02 . .

36 Classifications - .0% .05 .05 - .05 .,06
37 " Matrices . - .09 .09 .09 -..0Q .40
1 38 Conditions ‘ . 07 , 07 .07 - .07 : 29
1 40 Field articulation -1 39 1.39 1.39 -1.39 4.37
41 Severity of Judgement .75 - 15 - .75 .75 .79
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- Table 3., Rank order of the prediction Falues of the personality variables:’
ions, based on R2: Perception =~ -

'Ego (p) Pupil (p) Zp

B

o/ Test No.
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for the pupil dimension, based on R?

" Table 5. Rank order of the prediction va.'lu,;a of the personality variables
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Appendix 2:6

A . Y I : S ’
. ' 'Table 6. Rank order of the prediction values of the persomality vdriables
’ Riiat . for the ega and pupil dimensions, based on R2: Evaluation ’
..Test’ Ego (p) Pupil (p) Z . f P. ' Test No. :
) .0 0 0" 0 0 0 - “
2 0 . .4 4 0 . 1 ,1 ---4.0 = - "
, 3 8 2 1q, 1. 1 .2 50 - .
« 4 43 32 75 . 6 5 11 - 6.8 4
- 5 - 1% 0 - .14 =3 0 3 4.7 .7 -
©6 . 13 8 21 2 ° 1 3 %o 6 ’
1. .13 <0 13 3 0 3 4.3 '
8 . ¢ 11 14 .1 3 4 3,5
9 " 10 13 23 2 =3 x5 4.6 . .
“10 1 0 * 8 8 0 2 2 4.0 .. ' ;
|l n 0 13 13- ..0° 2 2 6.5 r{ .
o] 2. 8 6 14° "1« 1 2 7.0 .12 .
13- .13 9 22 2 1 3. 7.3.-13 e
14 0 13 13 0. 2 2. 6,5 14 & '
15 -~ 3~ 10, 13- -2, .2. 4 3.3 , -
16 8 g8 7 16 1 1 2. 8.0 I .
17 0 0 0 o .6 o0o.°" 0 .-,
18 - - 0 . 6 . 6 0 1 ~1 . 6.0 18 .
19 . 13 6 - 19 27 1,3 -6.3- 19. ,
20 0" 7 7 0 tr. 1 7.0 20
21 3 .14 37 1 3 .4 4.3 ‘
22 0= *0 o Yo' v© 0. "0 . .
28 15 o 16 31 2 2 4 . 7.8 - 23 2 T
24 =6 v L0 U S B | 6.0 24 , ° +.
1. 25 W - 24 34 -2 3 5 . 6,8° zk/ .
- 26 0 . 7 7. 07 2R3 T N L N
YT A 1 0, 1. 41,0 )
28 8 0 8 1. & -1 870 28§
29 9 5 14 1 2 304,70 - LT .
. 30 -0 10 10- 0. 1. 1 10,0 .39 ' '
“ 3 16 ‘15 31 2 3 5. 6.2 CRRIN
32 5" 12- .17 -1 2 3 5,7 . . "
33 0 0 - 0 0. 0 0 . 0 , e
34 5 0 o 5 1 .0 1+ 's,0 . T,
-35 <0 7" 7 0. T1%,0 ] 7.0 35 . . R .o
36 22 11 "33 4.2 | § - 55, R
‘3 0 33 33 0 4r,. 4 8.3 37
J ‘8~ 0. 8 .2 ‘@0 2 .40 , .,
39 0 0 0 "o 0 <0 0. 07 U
.40 20 11 31 3 4 7. 44 et T e
4 - 18 10 28 2.1 7.3 9.3, -:4F o
’ " - - - e ‘
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2 3 4
.24 -, 07 -,13
.29 .10
. 14

5 -6 7

L

Tabie §, “Product-moment correlations between
the predictor variables designated in Box 3
ct-object relstions . -

. -

L )

8.9 ®10 1

.03
-, 20
. 42
-. 10
r. 21
.08
“.o1

-.02..29
.01 .41
<. 44 -, 38
~36 -, 06
-, 07 .28
.01 .28
TR
-.20 -, 30
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a# This report presents an analysxs of the mﬂuqnce of perso-
nality on the student teachers’ perception and evaluation
- during confrontations with their own video-recorded micro-
lessons, Using a number of multivariate data analysis mo-
“dels, a’study. was made in order to investigate prediction .
problems ‘and the psychologn:al content of the relations

! between different groups of variables. The student

‘ -teachers” perception can best be predicted by means of -

: perdonality variables that define an extroversiowm dy-ndrome,

social astu:xty and child- centredneas The student

.

teachers’ evaluation ¢an best bg pred;cted by means of .
.peroonality variables that define an emotlonahty lyndrome
(- anfd a seq ntlmt&amdromeo
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